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eft: unica in perferendo cruciatuani- 
quitate aclenitate. Si ofculo proda- 
coarguit quidem, fed non percutit : fi 
to corripiatur, ita exprobrat, ut tamen 
atur : fizelo inflammatus Malchi au- 
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ficia perfecta, Dii denique, Trinitatis 
atæ beneficio. Hi populos habent, nos 
elos: hi temeritatem & audaciam, nos 
m:hi minas,nos orationes:hi quod per- 
unt, nos quod ferimus : hi aurum & ar- 
tum,nosrepurgatam doctrinam. Feci- 
bi ** duplices & triplices contignatio- 
(agnofce Scripture verba ) domum 
latilem, feneftris diftinétam : at hec 
dum fide mea fublimiora funt, nec coe - 
idquostendo. At mihigrex exiguus ? 
n precipitianon fertur. At angufta mi- 
aula? fed quz lupis non pateat, fed que 
onem non admittat,nec a furibus, & ex- 
stranscendatur. Necdubito quin eam 
que latiorem aliquando vifurus fim. 
Itosenimexhis , quinuncin luporum 
nero funt, inter oves, ac fortaffe etiam 
*r paftores, recenfendos habeo. Hoc*' 
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PREFACE 


It is one of the strange quirks of scholarship that this ear- 
liest of all preserved Christian commentaries on a book of 
the New Testament has never previously been translated 
into English in its entirety. In the nineteenth century A. 
Menzies translated what remains of Books 1-10 into English 
for The Ante-Nicene Fathers series. In the twentieth century 
to date it has been translated in its entirety only into Italian 
by E. Corsini, and now into French by C. Blanc. There is a 
German translation of the larger part of the commentary by 
R. Gogler, and Book 13 was translated into English by C. M. 
Moss as part of a dissertation. Three major critical editions 
of the commentary have appeared since Menzies’ transla- 
tion of the remains of Books 1-10, those of Brooke (1896), 
Preuschen (1903), and Blanc (1966, 1970, 1975, 1982, 
1992). 

As in my translation of Books 1-10 (FOTC 80), I have 
translated from Preuschen’s critical edition of the text, with 
constant consultation of the editions of Brooke and Blanc. 
The final volume of Blanc’s edition and translation (Books 
28 and 32) appeared as my work was being prepared for 
page proofs. I have, therefore, cited this volume only rarely 
in the present work. I have reviewed Blanc’s final volume for 
JTS (forthcoming), and readers interested in seeing some of 
the places where we disagree in our understanding of the 
text in Books 28 and 32 should consult that review. I have 
again followed the Douay version of the Bible for the 
spelling of the names of Biblical persons and places. 

If my conclusions in the Introduction are correct, the 
composition of the thirty-two books of this commentary oc- 
cupied Origen off and on over a period of ten to twelve 
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years, and was interrupted by moves from one place to an- 
other and by the composition of several other works in the 
same period of time. My work on the translation of the nine 
books of the commentary that have been preserved, includ- 
ing books 1-10 in FOTC 80, has followed a similar pattern. 
This is not to suggest a comparison between Origen’s work 
and my own, nor of his circumstances and mine, but to indi- 
cate the many different places where I have carried out this 
work and the various library facilities which I have been 
privileged to use in the course of it. The latter include the li- 
brary of the University of Illinois, that of Lincoln Christian 
College and Seminary, various libraries in the Dallas area, 
the library of the University of Birmingham, England, and 
finally the marvelous library facilities in the city of Tubin- 
gen. The work was begun in Lincoln, Illinois, where a first 
rough draft of the translation of all nine books was complet- 
ed, and then worked on with various other projects over sev- 
eral years. 

The work on the final stages of this volume represents a 
large portion of my time as Director of the Institut zur Er- 
forschung des Urchristentums in Tubingen during 1990- 
1991. I made a thorough revision of the translation of the 
books contained in this volume, added several annotations, 
and composed the introduction during that time. 

I wish to express my appreciation to my wife Gillian and 
to Frau Ursula Schneider, secretary of the Institut zur Er- 
forschung des Urchristentums, for their help in proofread- 
ing and in preparing the indices. Gillian also helped in put- 
ting portions of this volume in the computer, and in many 
other ways. Finally, I wish to dedicate this volume to Gail, 
Pamela, and Robert, who lived through the initial stages of 
this project with me. 


RONALD E. HEINE 
Tubingen, February 1993 
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INTRODUCTION 


INTRODUCTION 


This volume contains what remains of Books 13-32 of 
Origen’s Commentary on John.' The Commentary on John is sig- 
nificant not only for studies of Origen, for which it is of cen- 
tral importance, but also for studies of Gnosticism,’ the his- 
tory of biblical exegesis,’ the history of theology, and 
spirituality.” | 

(2) R. Gögler has pointed out that the Commentary on John 
is the oldest preserved Christian commentary on a writing of 
the New Testament, and has noted that it is an extensive 
scholarly and spiritual explanation of the Gospel.’ G. L. Pres- 
tige calls attention to the fact that it was Origen, more than 
any other single person who established the disciplines of 
biblical interpretation and biblical theology at the center of 
the Church’s activities.” Both disciplines play major roles in 


1. For my translation of what remains of the previous books, see Origen: 
Commentary on the Gospel according to John, Books 1-10, FOTC 80 (Washing- 
ton, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1989). On the size 
and preservation of the Commentary, including the fragments, see FOTC 
80.7-10. 

2. See FOTC 80.23-26 on Heracleon, the Gnostic whose interpretation 
of John and whose theology Origen attempts to refute in several places 
throughout the Commentary. Passages directly related to Heracleon are 
set in small type in the translation, and statements that Origen attributes to 
Heracleon are set in italics. 

3. See FOTC 80.10—23 for a brief survey of Origen’s exegetical methods 
in the Commentary, and for a select bibliography of works treating this 
subject. 

x I shall discuss below some of the more important aspects of Origen’s 
theology that appear in the Commentary. 

5. Studies of Origen’s spirituality usually focus on his works on the Song 
of Songs and some of his homilies. Passages such as 13.3-42, 19.21-25, and 
32.400, and numerous others in the Commentary on John, however, show 
this work to be rich in material related to spirituality. 

6. Origenes: Das Evangelium nach Johannes (Zurich: Benziger Verlag Ein- 
siedeln, 1959), 15, 35- 

7. Fathers and Heretics (London, 1948), 54. 
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this Commentary. H. Crouzel, correctly in my opinion, con- 
siders the Commentary on John to be Origen’s masterpiece.’ 

(3) Since I have previously dealt with the general intro- 
ductory matters related to the Commentary,’ I shall treat here 
some problems related to the date of composition of the 
books translated in this volume, and discuss some of the 
more important aspects of Origen’s theology that appear in 
the Commentary as a whole. 


Date of Composition of Books 13-32 


(4) Attempting to give precise dates to Origen’s treatises 
is like entering a forest where there are few paths, and even 
fewer signposts to indicate exactly where the paths lead. 
Three events do, however, provide signposts of sorts for dat- 
ing the composition of the Commentary. The first is Origen’s 
move from Alexandria to Caesarea in Palestine, the second 
is the persecution of Maximinus Thrax, and the third is the 
period of time when Gregory Thaumaturgus was a student 
under Origen. 


Origen’s Move from Alexandna to Caesarea 


(5) Origen’s move from Alexandria to Caesarea in Pal- 
estine, well documented both in the Commeniary"® and in 
Eusebius," provides one important signpost for dating the 
composition of some of the books. This move occurred 
sometime between 232-234, and probably, in my opinion, 
nearer the beginning of this period than the end.” Origen 
states that he had composed the first five books of the Com- 


8. Origen, tr. A. S. Worrall (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1989), 42. 

g. See FOTC 80.3-28. 10. 6.1-12, FOTC 80.168—71. 

11. H.E. 6.24, 26. 

12. Cf. my discussion in FOTC 80.4-5. There, following Nautin, I 
opted for 234 as the date for Origen’s move to Caesarea. I now think that 
date is too late. Eusebius says that Origen left Alexandria for Caesarea in 
the tenth year of the reign of Alexander Severus. The dates generally ac- 
cepted for the latter’s reign are 222-35, which would place Origen’s de- 
parture for Caesarea in 232. Alexander was assassinated early in 235, and 
the persecution initiated by Maximinus, his successor, began soon after he 
began to reign. Origen wrote four books on Genesis, at least five, and 
probably eight or more, books of the Commentary on John, and his treatise 
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mentary before leaving Alexandria,” and that he began Book 
6 after settling in Caesarea." 


The Persecution of Maximinus 


(6) The persecution of Maximinus (235-238) provides a 
second significant signpost in relation to dating the compo- 
sition of the Commentary. Herodian is our main source of in- 
formation about the reign of Maximinus. He notes that im- 
mediately after Maximinus had seized power he initiated a 
reign of “savage tyranny,” and that one of his first concerns 
was the systematic elimination “of all the friends accompa- 
nying Alexander,” his predecessor, from influential posi- 
tions.” Herodian also notes that people of wealth were tar- 
geted by Maximinus, and that many lost their property on 
the basis of trumped-up charges. Once they received a court 
summons from an informer, they were whisked away to Max- 
iminus’ military camp where they appeared before him and 
were either exiled or executed.” 

(7) Eusebius says that Maximinus, “through ill-will to- 
wards the house of Alexander, since it consisted for the most 
part of believers, raised a persecution, ordering the leaders 
of the Church alone to be put to death, as being responsible 
for the teaching of the Gospel.”"” We may question whether 
or not the issue inserted by Eusebius about teaching the 


on prayer after he arrived in Caesarea, but before the persecution of Max- 
iminus. A certain amount of time must be allowed for Origen to get settled 
in Caesarea and to regain the tranquillity of mind to which he alludes 
(6.9, FOTC 80.170) after he had separated himself from his problems 
with Demetrius in Alexandria before he began writing again. He also says 
that the stenographers who took down his dictations were not with him 
when he moved to Caesarea (ibid.), and implies that he had to wait for a 
period of time for them to arrive (6.10, ibid.). All of this seems to me to 
necessitate that Origen must have left Alexandria either late in 232 or 
early in 233. 

13. 6.8, FOTC 80.170. 

14. 6.11-12, FOTC 80.170—-71. He had begun Book 6 in Alexandria, 
but failed to bring this earlier work when he moved, and so he began the 
book again in Caesarea. 

15. Herodian Il, tr. C. R. Whittaker (London: William Heinemann Ltd., 
1970), 7-1.1, 3. 

16. Herodian, 7.3.1—4. 

17. Eusebius: The Ecclesiastical History II, tr. J. E. L. Oulton (London: 
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Gospel played a part in the persecution, since there seems 
to have been no religious motive behind it. F. Görres has 
pointed out that it was not enthusiasm for the old Roman 
religions that moved Maximinus, since he also plundered 
heathen temples.’* The persecution, Görres thinks, arose 
solely because of Maximinus’ hostility towards the house of 
Alexander, and the fact that Christians had received friendly 
treatment from that house, especially from Alexander’s 
mother Mamaea.” This suggests that Origen especially 
would have been in danger as “politically suspect” in this 
persecution, since he had visited Alexander’s mother in An- 
tioch at her request.” The fact that Ambrose, Origen’s 
friend and patron at whose request he was writing the Com- 
mentary on John, was wealthy as well as being a Church leader 
would also have singled him out as a target for the persecu- 
tion. 

(8) We know very little specifically about this persecu- 
tion, but it seems to have been sporadic. We know that Pon- 
tianus and Hippolytus, rival claimants for the episcopal 
chair in Rome, were both exiled by Maximinus.” In Cae- 
sarea in Palestine Origen’s friend Ambrose, and a presbyter 


Heinemann, 1964), 6.28. K. J. Neumann, Der Römische Staat und die allge- 
meine Kirche bis auf Diocletian, 1 (Leipzig, 1890), 210, points out that we are 
totally dependent on Eusebius for our knowledge of Maximinus’ actions 
against the Christians, for all the other ancient Christian sources which 
mention the persecution go back, either directly or indirectly, to Eusebius. 
Neumann thinks, on the basis of certain indirect statements of Origen in 
his Exhortation to Martyrdom, that Eusebius is correct when he asserts that it 
was only the leaders of the Church who were affected by the persecution 
(212-13). He also thinks that Eusebius, who is writing go years after the 
persecution, is dependent on the works of Origen to which he refers in 
H.E. 6.28 for his information about the persecution (210). 

18. “Kritische Untersuchungen über die Christenverfolgung des romis- 
chen Kaisers Maximinus I. des Thraciers,” ZWT 19 (1876): 528-31. 

19. Ibid. 533. Cf. Herodian 6.9.14; 7.1.7, 8, 10. 

20. Eusebius, H.E. 6.21.3. See The Cambridge Ancient History XII (Cam- 
bridge, 1961), 75. 

21. L. Duchesne, Le liber Pontificalis, I (Paris, 1886), 19 (145). The text 
says they were exiled in the time of Alexander, but Duchesne notes that 
this is an interpolation into the text based on a reference to the time of 
Alexander in the previous sentence. On the banishment of both Pontianus 
and Hippolytus, Neumann remarks that an attack on the leaders of the 
Church would naturally affect the leader of the Roman Church first, and if 
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named Protoctetus were imprisoned.” This is the extent of 
our knowledge of the persecution of Church leaders during 
the time of Maximinus. 

(9) Firmilian, a friend of Origen, and Bishop of Caesarea 
in Cappadocia, refers to a persecution of Christians in Cap- 
padocia during this same period. He indicates, however, (a) 
that it was a general persecution against all Christians, and 
not limited to Church leaders, (b) that it was local, for it 
could be avoided by fleeing to the neighboring provinces, 
and (c) that it arose because Christians were blamed for a 
series of earthquakes that had devastated parts of Cappado- 
cia and Pontus. He says that the governor, Serenianus, was 
“a bitter and awful persecutor.”” Origen seems to make ref- 
erence to this same persecution in Cappadocia when he 
refers to a persecution in which Churches were burned be- 
cause Christians were blamed for an earthquake.” 

(10) This persecution in Cappadocia appears not to have 
been directly related to Maximinus’ attack on Church lead- 
ers. There may, however, have been an indirect relationship 
to Maximinus’ general policy. Herodian refers to a “severe 
procurator in the district of Carthage” who exacted savage 
sentences and confiscations, hoping that Maximinus would 
take notice of him, “since the emperor used to select men 
known to be in accord with his own policy.”” Serenianus, 
likewise, may have encouraged the popular hostilities 
against the Christians in the hope that he might gain some 
kind of recognition and promotion from the emperor. 

(11) A question of considerable interest and some impor- 


two claimed that position, it is understandable that both would be ban- 
ished (214). 

22. They are the addressees of Origen’s Exhortation to Martyrdom 1, 
which, as Neumann notes, is the only detailed document to come to us 
from the time of the persecution (218). It is never said explicitly that they 
were imprisoned, though it seems a necessary inference from Origen’s 
writing this special treatise for them, and from Eusebius’ assertion that “no 
ordinary distress had befallen them,” and his reference to “the confession 
they made during the period” (H.E. 6.28). 

23. Ep. 75.10 in S. Thasci Caecili Cypriani Opera Omnia. 

24. Comm. ser. in Mt. 39. 25. 7-4-2. 
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tance is where Origen was during the persecution of Max- 
iminus. Unfortunately, the evidence does not permit us to 
answer the question definitively. I shall present the evidence 
as I see it, but without suggesting that this is the only way it 
can be taken.” 

(12) In the fifth century Lausiac History of Palladius there 
is an entry about a virgin Juliana in Caesarea of Cappadocia 
who is said to have hidden Origen for two years when he was 
“fleeing from the attack of the Greeks.” Palladius ascribes 
this information to a note he has seen written by Origen 
himself in a very old book. The note read, “I found this 
book with Juliana the virgin in Caesarea when I was being 
hidden by her. She said that she had received it from Sym- 
machus himself, the Jewish interpreter. ”” 

(13) Crouzel has correctly observed that if the reference 
in Palladius is to a persecution of Christians, it must refer to 
that by Maximinus between 235 and 238.” Eusebius pro- 
vides no information about where Origen was during the 


26. This question has most recently been treated by H. Crouzel in On- 
gen (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1989), 16-17; and more thoroughly in 
“Origéne s’est-il retiré en Cappadoce pendant la persécution de Maximin 
le Thrace?” BLE 64 (1963): 195-203. See also P. Hartmann, “Origéne et 
la théologie du martyre,” EThL 34 (1958): 776-79. Crouzel and Hart- 
mann think Origen did not take refuge in Cappadocia during the persecu- 
tion. They follow the suggestion of Koetschau, Preuschen, and Stahlin that 
Palladius confused Caesarea in Cappadocia with Caesarea in Palestine, 
and think that the reference to flight was not to the time of the persecu- 
tion of Maximinus when Origen was in Caesarea, but to that of Caracalla 
when he was in Alexandria (see Hartmann, 778-79). My own position pre- 
sented in the following paragraphs is closest to that of A. Harnack, 
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius 11/2 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 
1958), 33-34, though I arrived at it independently of Harnack’s work. 

27. The Lausiac History of Palladius Il, ed. D. C. Butler (Cambridge, 
1904), 64 (160). 

28. BLE 64 (1963): 196-97. Crouzel opts for the hypothesis that it 
does not refer to a persecution of Christians, but refers to Caracalla’s at- 
tack on the citizens of Alexandria in 215 (ibid., 209; cf. Origen, 17). His 
reasons lie primarily in the difficulty of reconciling a flight of Origen to 
Cappadocia during the persecution of Maximinus with the absence of any 
corroborating testimony in Eusebius, and with what he takes to be the 
time of the arrival of Gregory Thaumaturgus in Caesarea of Palestine. I 
shall treat the latter problem in my section on Gregory Thaumaturgus, 
and the former in the following paragraphs here. Crouzel also uses the 
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persecution. He does, however, have a reference to Origen 
receiving books of Symmachus from Juliana which is similar 
to that of Palladius. He says there were various interpreta- 
tions of Scripture by Symmachus which “Origen indicates 
that he had received from a certain Juliana, who, he says, in- 
herited in her turn the books from Symmachus himself. ”” 

(14) We must conclude either (a) that Eusebius and Pal- 
ladius had seen different books by Symmachus in which Ori- 
gen had written similar, but not identical notes, or (b) that 
Eusebius had seen the same note that Palladius had seen, 
but had chosen to omit the reference to Origen being hid- 
den by Juliana, or (c) with Crouzel, that Palladius confused 
Caesarea in Cappadocia with Caesarea in Palestine, and the 
reference is not to the persecution by Maximinus, but to 
Caracalla’s attack on the citizens of Alexandria in 215.” 

(15) The second option, that Eusebius read what Palla- 
dius read, but omitted the reference to Origen being hid- 
den, seems most likely to me. P. Cox provides a possible rea- 
son for such an omission by Eusebius. She argues that 
Eusebius’ account of Origen does not adequately reflect cer- 
tain changes in Origen’s thinking between his earlier life in 
Alexandria and his later life in Caesarea, and suggests that 
Eusebius’ difficulties “grew out of his attempt to impress his 
ideal on the whole of Origen’s life.” Such an approach, she 
argues, was inherent in the biographical genre which, from 


fact that Eusebius (H.E. 6.17) cites the note about Symmachus immediate- 
ly after he refers to Symmachus’ translation of the Old Testament being 
one of the four versions Origen used in his Hexapla, when he is discussing 
the Alexandrian period of Origen’s life, as evidence that Origen’s contact 
with Juliana came in his Alexandrian period (Origen, 16). It seems more 
likely to me that Eusebius has included his discussion of Symmachus and 
the commentaries of Symmachus which Origen received from Juliana at 
this particular point solely to identify Symmachus, and that we can con- 
clude nothing about when Origen received the books from Juliana from 
H.E. 6.17. 

29. H.E. 6.17. 

30. See note 28 above. There would have been no reason for Palladius, 
who had been a student of the Origenist Evagrius Ponticus, and who him- 
self was later accused of Origenism by Jerome and Epiphanius, to have 
added a potentially discrediting comment about Origen being hidden 
during a persecution if he had not seen it in his source. 
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its inception, was “characterized by its single-minded vision 
of its subjects.” I suggest that Eusebius’ ideal of Origen’s 
view of martyrdom was shaped by a letter of Origen that he 
had read in which Origen related the story from his youth 
about his desire to be martyred along with his father,” and 
by the account of Origen’s faithful suffering near the end of 
his life during the persecution of Decius, of which Eusebius 
had learned, again, from certain letters of Origen.” Such an 
ideal picture had no room for any reference to its hero 
being hidden during a persecution, so Eusebius simply sup- 
pressed that bit of information in the note he read in the 
book of Symmachus that Origen had received from Juliana. 

(16) It seems easier to me to explain Eusebius’ omission 
of any reference to Origen being hidden during the perse- 
cution than to explain why Origen was not arrested if he 
continued his normal activities in Caesarea in Palestine dur- 
ing the persecution of Maximinus. Since we know that Cae- 
sarea was one of the places where arrests of Church leaders 
were carried out, and since Eusebius and Herodian are in 
agreement that people who had had friendly relations with 
the house of Alexander were especially targeted in the per- 
secution, and Origen was a noted Church leader and would 
have been especially suspect politically because he had been 
a special guest of Alexander’s mother, it seems inexplicable 
to me that he would not have been arrested had he contin- 
ued his work in Caesarea during the persecution.” 


31. Biography in Late Antiquity (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1983), 100—101. 

32. H.E. 6.2.3-6. H. J. Lawlor and J.E.L. Oulton, Eusebius, II (London: 
SPCK, 1928), 192, point out that Photius, 118, says that the story of Ori- 
gen’s mother hiding his clothes to prevent him from offering himself for 
martyrdom was contained in one of Origen’s letters, and that Rufinus, 
who seems to have read the letter, states that it was contained in the letter 
Eusebius says Origen wrote to his father (H.E. 6.2.6). 

33. H.E. 6.39.5. 

34. It is, of course, a problem that Origen should write an exhortation 
to martyrdom to his two friends who had been arrested, while he himself 
was in hiding. E. de Faye, Origéne: sa vie, son oeuvre, sa pensée, I (Paris, 
1923), 196, is certain, for this very reason, that Origen did not take shelter 
during the persecution. It is perhaps worth noting, however, that Cyprian 
did something analogous during the later persecution of Decius. In a let- 
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(17) Furthermore, Origen himself recommends with- 
drawal to avoid persecution and martyrdom when that is 
possible in Book 28 of this Commentary.” “It is right,” he says, 
“not to shun the confession nor to hesitate to die for the 
truth if one has been caught in the struggle about confess- 
ing Jesus.” This would cover the case of Ambrose and Pro- 
toctetus, who were “caught in the struggle.” People in such 
circumstances should maintain their confession of Jesus and 
refuse to deny their faith. Such was his exhortation to his 
friends. “But on the other hand,” he says, “it is no less right 
also not to provide an opportunity for such a great trial, but 
to avoid it by every means.”” He even suggests that one who 
does not avoid persecution when it is possible for him to do 
so may be held accountable for his executioner’s sin in 
killing him.” 

(18) I propose the following scenario for Origen’s activi- 
ties during the persecution of Maximinus. First, he was in 
Caesarea in Palestine when Maximinus seized power and in- 
stituted the persecution. Ambrose and Protoctetus were ar- 
rested very early in the persecution. Origen, however, per- 
haps not yet known to the civil authorities in Caesarea as a 
leader in the Church because he had arrived rather recently 
and had probably not immediately assumed a position of 
leadership in the Church in Caesarea, especially in light of 
his reasons for leaving Alexandria, was not noticed by the 
authorities. He, therefore, set about immediately to com- 
pose the Exhortation to Martyrdom for his two friends. 

(19) Eusebius says that Origen composed the treatise On 
Martyrdom at the time of the persecution of Maximinus.” 


ter to the presbyters and deacons at Rome he defends his own withdrawal 
to a place of hiding during the persecution, and says that he wrote letters 
of encouragement to the confessors in prison when they were being tor- 
tured (Ep. 20.1-2). I shall suggest in what follows, however, that Origen 
probably wrote his Exhortation to Martyrdom before he withdrew from Cae- 
sarea to Cappadocia. 

35. 28.192-201, 209, 244. See my notes on these passages in the Com- 
mentary for other places where Origen makes similar recommendations. 


36. 28.193. 37. 28.194. 
38. 28.195. 39. H.E. 6.28. 
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The treatise can, with a large degree of certainty, be dated 
in the year 235, and even to the first half of that year. In 
chapter 41 of the treatise Origen refers to the possibility of 
his friends and himself being “executed in Germany.” K. J. 
Neumann, argues that the reference to Germany shows that 
the treatise was written in the year 235 when Maximinus 
was in Germany. He also points out that Maximinus had 
left Germany and was in Pannonia by the winter of 235.” 
Origen’s reference to the possibility of dying in Germany 
reflects Maximinus’ policy of having political prisoners 
brought to his military camp where he personally tried and 
sentenced them.“ Consequently, this treatise must have 
been composed at or near the beginning of the persecu- 
tion. The fact that Origen refers to the possibility that he 
himself might be executed in Germany suggests, I think, 
that the treatise was written while he was still in Caesarea 
where his friends had already been arrested. 

(20) Subsequent to the composition of the treatise on 
martyrdom, perhaps at the urging of friends in the Church 
at Caesarea who knew that Origen would be a target of the 
persecution because of his former association with the 
house of Alexander, and perhaps also at the invitation of 
Firmilian, Origen withdrew from Palestine to Cappadocia. I 
would surmise that the earthquakes which set off the gener- 
al persecution in Cappadocia discussed above® had not yet 
occurred, and that Cappadocia seemed an ideal place for 
Origen to go, both because there had been no arrests of 
Church leaders there, and because of his friendship with 


40. Die Römische Staat, 228. A. Harnack, Geschichte II/2, 56-57, is too 
critical when he dismisses the reference as plausible only for Ambrose and 
Protoctetus, but not for Origen, and suggests that the reference to Ger- 
many is a scribal error and that the original reference was to some un- 
known locality in or near Caesarea, or possibly to a mine in Palestine or 
Syria. P. Nautin, Origéne, sa vie et son oeuvre (Paris: Beauchesne, 1977), 76, 
follows Neumann in this dating. 

41. See Herodian 7.3.4. The statement in Herodian is made in refer- 
ence to prisoners being brought to Maximinus in Pannonia, where he 
went when he left Germany, but provides a basis, at least, for assuming 
that this had been his earlier policy as well. 

42. See paragraphs 9—10. 
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Firmilian. Sometime after Origen’s arrival in Cappadocia, 
some earthquakes awakened the latent popular suspicions 
against Christians, and a fierce general persecution broke 
out which was encouraged by the governor Serenianus. 
Since Origen was unknown in Cappadocia except in the im- 
mediate Christian circles, it was safer for him there, even in 
a general persecution, than it would have been in Palestine. 
It was during this time that Origen was hidden for two years 
by the virgin Juliana.” 

(21) If my reconstruction is correct, then we should, per- 
haps, assume that the persecution of Maximinus marked an- 
other interruption in Origen’s work on the Commentary on 
John, for he was probably again without his secretarial staff 
when he was in hiding in Caesarea. Eusebius remarks that 
Origen “has noted (oeonpetwtor) this time of the persecu- 
tion in the twenty-second of his Expositions on the Gospel ac- 
cording to John, and in various letters.” Neither the letters 
referred to nor Book 22 of the Commentary on John have 
been preserved.* Nautin thinks, on the basis of the way Eu- 
sebius’ statement is worded, that he means that the persecu- 
tion was past when Origen composed Book 22.* Regardless 
of whether one wants to press Eusebius’ grammar so far, I 
shall provide other reasons later for dating the composition 
of Book 22 sometime after the persecution of Maximinus. 


43. See paragraph 12 above. 

44. H.E. 6.28. 

45. Preuschen, GCS 4 (Leipzig, 1903), LXXX, argued that Eusebius’ 
reference must be to Jo. 32.30-31, where Origen discusses an end to the 
“wrestling.” I agree with Nautin, Origéne, 79-80, who rejects Preuschen’s 
suggestion and argues that there is no necessary reference to any persecu- 
tion in Origen’s language in Book 32.30~31, and that the reference to 
Book 22 in Eusebius’ text must be correct. The only reference to persecu- 
tion in the Commentary that I have found is in Book 28.192-201 which I 
have already discussed. There is a remote possibility that Eusebius made 
reference to this and originally wrote Book 28 instead of 22. It would have 
been possible for KB (22) to have been read for KH (28) in the manu- 
script transmission. Eusebius’ remark, however, that Origen “has noted 
this time of the persecution” suggests that he is referring to something 
more specific about that particular persecution than can be found in the 
general comments in 28.192—-201. 

46. Ibid. 
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(22) We have seen so far, then, that Origen’s work on the 
Commentary on John fell into certain well defined periods 
which were separated by rather major interruptions. First, 
he composed the first five books in Alexandria prior to 233. 
His work was then interrupted by his dispute with Deme- 
trius, Bishop of Alexandria, which resulted in his move to 
Caesarea. The second phase of his work on the Commentary 
falls in the period between 233 and 235, after his move to 
Caesarea, but before the outbreak of the persecution of 
Maximinus, which again interrupted his work. What books 
of the Commentary can we assign to this period between 233 
and 235? 

(23) We know that Book 6 belongs to this period.” We 
can also, because of some interdependence between the 
treatise On Prayer and Book 10 of the Commentary, show that 
Book 10, and consequently Books 6—10 were composed in 
this period. The general consensus, with which I agree, is 
that On Prayer was composed after Origen moved to Cae- 
sarea, but before the beginning of the persecution of Max- 
iminus, probably in 233 or 234.” Koetschau notes that Ori- 
gen’s remarks in On Prayer 15.1, “For if, as is shown 
(Setkvvtat) in other places, the Son is different from the Fa- 
ther in essence and substance (kat ovdotav Kol DTOKEI— 


47. See above, paragraph 5. 

48. P. Koetschau, GCS 1 (Leipzig, 1899), LXXV-—LXXVII, has the 
fullest discussion of the evidence for assigning this date to the treatise. He 
notes two literary allusions in or. which help to date it (I pass over his dis- 
cussion of the allusion to “certain persons” in 28.10, since the specific ref- 
erence intended is strongly debated). First, in or. 23.4 Origen refers to his 
discussion of Gn 3.8-9 in his commentaries on Genesis. Eusebius, H.E. 
6.24.2, tells us that Origen wrote 12 volumes on Genesis, and that the first 
8 were written in Alexandria. None of this commentary has been pre- 
served, but since he covered only the first four chapters of Genesis in 12 
volumes, his comments on Gn 3.8-9 must have been in one of the last 
four, and therefore, written after his move to Caesarea, which, of course, 
puts the treatise on prayer also after his move to Caesarea. Koetschau also 
notes that although there are several opportunities presented by the texts 
and subjects discussed in or. to refer to martyrdom, the subject is never 
mentioned in the treatise. This, he concludes, demands that the treatise 
was composed before the persecution by Maximinus had begun. The 
other literary allusion Koetschau notes is that to Jo. 10.246, which I discuss 
in the text here. 
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uevov),” are an allusion to Book 10.246 of the Commentary 
on John, where Origen argues against some who think the 
Father and Son are one “not only in essence, but also in sub- 
stance (où LOvov ovcí GAAG kol DrOKEWEV®).” Koetschau 
argues that the present tense (Setkvvtat) in On Prayer 15.1 
can only refer to a work in which Origen was then involved, 
and must, therefore, be a reference to 10.246 in the Com- 
mentary on John. This would put the composition of Book 10 
of the Commentary slightly before the composition of On 
Prayer, and, consequently, before the beginning of the perse- 
cution of Maximinus. 

(24) I have found nothing in Book 13 which would sug- 
gest a date for its composition. On the basis of 13.1-2 it 
would appear that Books 12-13 were composed in close suc- 
cession. My opinion is that Book 13, and perhaps even a few 
more books of the Commentary, were composed before the 
beginning of the persecution. I will provide an argument in 
what follows for dating the composition of at least Books 
19-32 after the persecution. 


Gregory Thaumaturgus as a Student under Ongen 


(25) The third signpost for dating the composition of the 
books of the Commentary is the period of time when Gregory 
Thaumaturgus was a student under Origen.® Gregory com- 
posed his Panegyric to Ongen when he departed from his 
school in Caesarea. Koetschau discovered an allusion in 
Gregory’s speech to a passage in Book 32 of the Commen- 
tary.” This, of course, necessitates that Book 32 was com- 
_ posed before Gregory left Origen’s school. I have found 


49. I use the traditional name when referring to Gregory. It is not sig- 
nificant for our purposes to determine if Eusebius was right or wrong in 
identifying Theodore with Gregory. See Nautin, Origéne, 81-86, 161. 

50. Des Gregorios Thaumaturgos Dankrede an Origenes (Freiburg, 1894), 
xiii. See also H. Crouzel, BLE 64 (1963): 198. The allusion is Gregory’s 
statement about “venturing with unwashed feet (as the saying goes) to ap- 
proach ears in which the Divine Word himself . . . dwells” (Pan. Or. 2.18), 
which Koetschau takes to refer to Origen’s statement in Jo. 32.87, “For me 
to wash your feet is symbolic of the bases of your souls being purified, . . . 
since you are to preach the good things, and to approach the souls of men 
with your feet clean.” 
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three additional allusions in Gregory’s Panegyric to Book 20 
of the Commentary.” These allusions appear in ch. 17 of the 
Panegyric and involve (a) Gregory’s identification of Jesus 
with the Good Samaritan, (b) his application of the title 
“the sleepless Guard of all men” to Jesus, and (c) his refer- 
ence to “those seeds which you have shown us to possess” in 
conjunction with an exposition of Ps. 125.6 (LXX). The 
first is an allusion to 20.318 in the Commentary, the second 
to 20.320, and the third to 20.21, 38.” 

(26) The appearance of these allusions to Books 20 and 
32 in Gregory’s farewell speech to Origen suggests, it seems 
to me, that Gregory has heard Origen lecture on at least 
Books 20-32. Furthermore, since this material appears to 
have been fresh in Gregory’s mind, it may have been in the 
last year or two of his stay with Origen that he has heard the 
lectures.” Since Books 19 and 20 both deal with chapter 8 
of John, I would include Book 19 in this block of material 
that was produced while Gregory was Origen’s student. 

(27) Can the period of Gregory’s residency with Origen 
be determined? The question is complicated, and directly 
related to our previous discussion of Origen’s location dur- 
ing the persecution of Maximinus. The position I have 
taken there, of course, points to the position I will take here, 
but I must present the evidence, because of the significance 
of the issue, and because of the way in which the evidence is 
intertwined. 

(28) Crouzel, following Koetschau,* takes Gregory’s 


51. See my forthcoming article, “Three Allusions to Book 20 of Ori- 
gen’s Commentary on John in Gregory Thaumaturgus’ Panegyric to Ori- 
gen,” in The Proceedings of the Eleventh International Conference on Patristic 
Studies. 

52. See the article referred to in the previous note for my argument 
that Gregory’s references must be to these passages in Jo., and not to other 
works of Origen. 

53. It is possible, but less likely, I think, that Gregory knew this material 
in written form. This would still necessitate its composition before Gregory 
left Origen as a student. What seems most likely to me is that Origen lec- 
tured on this material to his students in Caesarea, and that the secretaries 
provided by Ambrose sat in the lecture room taking down the lectures 
which later appeared, perhaps after some revision by Origen, as the books 
of the Commentary. | 

54. Dankrede, ix. 
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words that Origen’s move from Alexandria to Caesarea was 
“as it were to meet us™ to mean that Gregory arrived in 
Caesarea shortly after Origen arrived there from Alexan- 
dria.” I agree with Harnack, that Gregory’s words there are 
not sufficient to prove that Origen had not already been in 
Caesarea for a certain period of time when Gregory arrived. 
He says Origen’s move was a “cause célèbre,” and the fact 
that it had occurred a few years earlier would not yet have 
blurred it.” There is no indication in Gregory’s farewell 
speech to Origen either (a) that he had been with him in 
any kind of danger, or (b) that he had been forced to be 
separated from him at any time during his studies. In fact, 
he laments leaving the life of “peace,” “tranquillity, and har- 
mony” that he has enjoyed in his time with Origen to return 
to the tumult of “marketplaces, lawsuits, and crowds.” 

(29) Eusebius puts the arrival of Gregory in Caesarea 
during the reign of Gordian (A.D. 238-244), at which time 
Origen received a number of students, and says that Grego- 
ry spent five years with Origen.” While Eusebius’ chronolo- 
gy can never be trusted entirely, it seems to me that placing 
Gregory’s arrival in Caesarea early in the reign of Gordian 


55. Pan. Or. 5.63. 

56. Origen, 25; cf. BLE 64 (1963): 198-99; Grégoire le Thaumaturge remer- 
ciement a Origéne, ed. and tr. by H. Crouzel, SC 148 (Paris: Les éditions du 
Cerf, 1969), 16ff. For a summary of the unconvincing attempts to argue 
that Gregory arrived in Caesarea shortly after Origen did, but then went to 
Alexandria to study philosophy during the persecution of Maximinus 
while Origen was in Cappadocia, and then returned to Origen in Caesarea 
after the persecution, see Crouzel, BLE 64 (1963): 199-200, and SC 
148, 21. 

57. Geschichte II/2, 94. 

58. Pan. Or. 16.192. | 

59. H.E. 6.30. He introduces Gordian’s succession of Maximinus in 
6.29. In Pan. Or. 1.3, Gregory says that it has been 8 years since he en- 
gaged in any form of rhetorical activity. Some have seen a discrepancy be- 
tween this and the 5 years Eusebius says Gregory was with Origen (see 
Crouzel, SC 148, 20-21 for a summary of how various scholars have dealt 
with this). Gregory does not say, however, that it was 8 years since he had 
begun to study with Origen, but that it was 8 years since he had ceased to 
study rhetoric. There was a period of time after Gregory had ceased to 
study rhetoric that he studied Roman law. It was his interest in this latter 
subject that he intended to pursue in Beirut, and which he forsook after 
he encountered Origen. See Lawlor and Oulton, Eusebius Il, 221-22. 
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solves the problems we have been discussing. Lawlor and 
Oulton argue that Gregory’s departure from Caesarea must 
have taken place before Origen’s second visit to Athens, 
which Eusebius also puts in the reign of Gordian.” They 
place this visit in 243 or 244, and, consequently, Gregory’s 
time with Origen in Caesarea from 238-243.” 

(30) On the basis of Gregory’s allusions to Books 20 and 
32 of the Commentary on John in his farewell speech, and the 
assumption that he was a student of Origen from 238-243 
and had heard Origen lecture on the material included in 
these books late in his career as a student, I would place the 
composition of Books 19-32 in 241 or 242. 


Conclusions 


(31) If Origen left Alexandria in late 232 or early 233, at 
which time he had already begun Book 6 of the Commentary 
on John, we may surmise that he had begun his work on the 
Commentary sometime in 231. If he had finished Book 32 
sometime in 241 or 242, then the composition of the Com- 
mentary covered 10-12 years of his life. He had at least two 
major interruptions in the course of the work, the first forc- 
ing him to leave Alexandria, and the second forcing him to 
leave Caesarea. We know that he composed On Prayer, Exhor- 
tation to Martyrdom, and at least four books of his commen- 
tary on Genesis in this same time period. It is also most like- 
ly that nearly all of his homilies were delivered in the latter 
part of this same period.” 

(92) There are two traditions concerning Origen’s 
death.” One, coming from Pamphilus, would place it in 
250-51 and make Origen sixty-six years old when he died. 


60. H.E. 32.2; Eusebius Il, 222. 

61. Ibid., 224, 222. Nautin, Origène, 411, agrees in putting Gregory’s ar- 
rival in Caesarea in 238, but puts his departure in 245. He, too, has Grego- 
ry’s departure before Origen’s second visit to Athens, but puts the latter in 
245 during the reign of Philip. 

62. See Origen: Homilies on Genesis and Exodus, tr. R. E. Heine, FOTC 71 
(Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1982), 19-23. 
He had certainly delivered his homilies on Luke prior to the composition 
of Jo. 32.5, for he refers to those homilies there. 

63. See FOTC 71.24-25. 
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The other, coming from Eusebius, places it in 254-55, and 
makes him sixty-nine years old at his death. 

(33) Counting back from either of these dates, Origen 
was approximately forty-seven years old when he began work 
on the Commentary in Alexandria, and fifty-seven or fifty- 
eight years old when he finished Book 32 in Caesarea. The 
Commentary on John, therefore, was a work of Origen’s matu- 
rity as a theologian. This, plus the fact that it has been pre- 
served in Greek, makes it a document of supreme impor- 
tance. 


Aspects of Origen’s Theology in the 
Commentary on John 


(34) A major problem that always faces students of Ori- 
gen is that of determining accurately what his theological 
views were. This problem has several roots. One is the extra- 
ordinarily large amount of works Origen produced. Jerome 
lists 786 titles in one of his letters, and other ancient 
sources estimated the number to have been far greater than 
that.“ It could hardly be expected in such a large output 
of literature that Origen could have been absolutely consis- 
tent in everything he wrote. Another root of the problem is 
the fact that some of Origen’s speculations later became 
dogmas in the hands of some of his devotees, and he in turn 
was blamed for holding their theological views.” These views 
of later Origenists, often attributed to Origen in ancient 
sources, must always be carefully distinguished from the 
views of Origen himself. Still another root of this problem is 
the relatively small number of Origen’s works which have 
been preserved, and of these, the even smaller number 
which have been preserved in the Greek language in which 
he wrote. What is perhaps most regrettable is that Origen’s 
main work of theology, On First Principles, has come down to 


64. See FOTC 71.25. 

65. R. J. Daly, “Origen,” in Encyclopedia of Early Christianity (New York: 
Garland Publishing, Inc., 1990), 668. 

66. See FOTC 71.25-39. 
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us only in a Latin translation, and the translator, by his own 
admission, has altered the text in certain ways.” 

(35) This problem with the preservation of the texts has 
produced two radically divergent approaches to the attempt 
to determine Origen’s views. One is that associated with E. 
de Faye, and followed by H. Koch, which concentrates al- 
most exclusively on the texts which have been preserved in 
Greek, and distrusts all the Latin translations, but especially 
the Latin translation of On First Principles.” The other, associ- 
ated with H. de Lubac, and followed especially by W. Volker 
and H. Crouzel, is to make massive use of all the Latin trans- 
lations on a given subject, along with the Greek texts, and 
the Greek fragments in order to arrive at Origen’s true 
thought.” 

(36) Both approaches have their merits and their prob- 
lems. I am not so distrustful of Rufinus as a translator as 
some, but I recognize that his translations must always be 
used with caution, especially when he is treating controver- 
sial aspects of Origen’s doctrine. On the other hand, when 
one brings together various texts of Origen on a given sub- 
ject, one must always be mindful of the dating of the various 
treatises from which the texts come, for it is not impossible 
that Origen changed his mind on some subjects. To amass 
texts indiscriminately on a particular subject will obscure if 
not obliterate that possibility. Furthermore, we are always 
on safest ground when we have treatises” that have been 
preserved in Greek. What Origen says on a subject in such 
treatises must always be given priority when texts preserved 
only in Latin translation differ from them. Origen’s teach- 
ings in treatises preserved in Greek serve as a kind of touch- 
stone, then, for evaluating his teachings on the same sub- 
jects in texts preserved only in Latin. 


67. Praef. princ. 1.3. For my discussion of and evaluation of Rufinus as a 
translator see FOTC 71.30—39. 

68. See my discussion in FOTC 71.30. 

6g. See FOTC 71.31, and Crouzel, Origen, 48-49, 179. 

70. I mean in distinction from Greek fragments preserved in catenae. 
See my article, “Can the Catena Fragments of Origen’s Commentary on 
John be Trusted?” VC 40 (1986): 118-34. 
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(37) The Commentary on John, coming from Origen’s ma- 
turity, preserved in Greek, and rich in theological discus- 
sion, is a significant touchstone for evaluating his thought. I 
do not suggest that the following analysis contains Origen’s 
complete thought on any of the subjects treated, nor that 
these are the only theological themes that appear in the 
Commentary. It does, I hope, accurately represent what he 
says in the Commentary on these subjects. I have intentionally 
refrained, with a few exceptions, from attempting to indi- 
cate what he says in other works on these same subjects and 
thus to make this a “theology of Origen.” I have focused on 
these particular subjects because of their importance in Ori- 
gen’s thought and because certain aspects of his views on 
each of these subjects has been controversial. 


Doctrine of God 


(38) Two quite different concepts of God, held by equally 
divergent groups of people, form the background to much 
of what Origen says about God in the Commentary. One was 
that of the Gnostics, who made a distinction between the 
Creator God of the Old Testament and the Father of Jesus. 
The former, at best, was an ignorant being far inferior to 
what they held to be the highest deity. The other view was 
that which is usually labeled Monarchian, a term first ap- 
plied to the view by Tertullian.” Origen does not use this 
label in the Commentary, but speaks of those who are “afraid 
they may proclaim two Gods.”” Those who held this view” 
emphasized that God is one, and that there is no essential 
difference between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

(39) There is a short, creed-like section in Book 32 of the 
Commentary” in which Origen sets forth the basic Christian 


71. Adv. Prax. 3. 

72. 2.16, FOTC 80.98. 

73. Tertullian, Adv. Prax. 9, attributed it to the uneducated. A. Har- 
nack, History of Dogma III, tr. N. Buchanan (New York: Dover, 1961), 9, ar- 
gued that it was also the view of the theologians who refused to give any 
place to Platonic philosophy in Christian dogmatics. 

74. 32.187-193. See A. C. Outler, The Second Century 4 (1984): 133-41, 
esp. 136. 
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doctrines of God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit. He asserts 
there, partially in dependence on The Shepherd of Hermas, 
that God is one, that he created all things out of what did 
not exist,” and that the God of the Law and the God of the 
Gospel is one and the same God.” He alludes to the same 
passages in Hermas again in 1.103 where his emphasis is on 
God’s creation of things “from that which does not exist.” In 
his argument against Heracleon’s view that the Word was 
the cause of creation, and that the Creator was the agent of 
the Word,” Origen asserts to the contrary that all things 
were made through the agency of the Word, but by one 
greater than the Word, namely the Father.” There are, 
in addition, many references to God as Creator in argu- 
ments against the Gnostic doctrine noted above that the 
Creator and the Father of Jesus are two different beings. 
Origen stresses repeatedly that the God of the Old Testa- 
ment and the Father of Jesus are the same, sometimes 
speaking of the Creator, sometimes of the God of the law 
and the prophets.” 

(40) Origen has much to say about the uniqueness of 
God in the Commentary. Most of these assertions are made in 
contrast to the Son. “God,” he asserts, “is altogether one and 
simple.”* This is said in contrast to the many things that the 
Savior becomes on behalf of the needs of the creation. In 
the same connection, the Father alone is immutable and 
unchangeable.” Of the three hypostases, Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, “only the Father is unbegotten.”” On the basis 
of 1 Timothy 6.16 he argues that God “alone has immortali- 
ty.” Consequently, those who seek to kill Jesus seek to kill a 


75. These first two points are dependent on Hermas, Shepherd, Man. 
1.1; Vis. 1.1.6. 

76. 32.187, 190. 

77. See my discussion in FOTG 80.12 1-22. 

78. 2.172, FOTC 80.113. 

79. 10.216-20, FOTC 80.302-3; 19.12, 29-32; 20.50, 27 1—72; 32.190. 

80. 1.119, FOTC 80.58. 

81. 2.123, FOTC 80.127; 6.193, FOTC 80.222. 

82. 2.75, FOTC 80.114. 

83. 2.129-25, FOTC 80.127. See G. Gruber, ZQH: Wesen, Stufen und 
Mitteilung des wahren Lebens bei Origenes (Munchen: Max Hueber Verlag, 
1962), 85-80. 
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man, “since God is not killed.” “It is not permitted to say 
that God dies.” Here, however, Origen includes the Word 
also, and says that the Word, who was in the beginning with 
God and was God the Word, did not die.* 

(41) Origen further brings out the uniqueness of the Fa- 
ther in relation to the Son by exploring some of the 
metaphors of Scripture. One might think, he claims, and 
here he must have the Monarchians in mind, that since the 
Savior is referred to as light in John 1.4, and God is said to 
be light in 1 John 1.5, that this confirms that the Father is 
not distinct from the Son in essence. Closer examination 
will reveal, however, that “the light that shines in the dark- 
ness and is not overcome by it, and the light in which there 
is no darkness at all are not the same.” In a more obscure 
manner, he argues for the uniqueness of the Father on the 
basis of Jesus’ words about the fountain of water that springs 
up into eternal life. “And after eternal life, perhaps it will 
also leap into the Father who is beyond eternal life. For 
Christ is life; but he who is greater than Christ is greater 
than life.”® Further, Origen uses Jesus’ enigmatic statement, 
“I have meat to eat which you do not know™ as a basis for 
showing the unique self-sufficiency of the Father. Christ, just 
as men and angels, has need of spiritual food. “He is always 
replenishing himself from the Father who alone is without 
need and sufficient in himself.” 

(42) This emphasis on the uniqueness of God may lie be- 
hind Origen’s musings on whether God’s knowledge and 
contemplation of himself may not provide him an even 
greater glorification than that which he receives when he is 
glorified in the Son. We must say, Origen claims, that God 
“is gladdened with a certain ineffable satisfaction, gladness, 
and joy, and that he is pleased with himself and rejoices. 
Now I use these terms,” he continues, “which would not 
properly be applied to God, because I am at a loss . . . for 


84. 20.80. 85. 20.85. 

86. Ibid. I shall discuss the unity between the Father and Son later. 
87. 2.149, FOTC 80.134. 88. Jn 4.14. 

8g. 13.19. go. Jn 4.32. 


91. 13.219; cf. 2.18, FOTC 80.99. 
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those unutterable words which he alone, and after him his 
Only-Begotten, can speak or think in their proper sense 
about himself.”” This understanding of God contemplating 
himself must go back ultimately to Aristotle. The latter as- 
serts that the activity of God which surpasses all others in 
blessedness is that of contemplation, and that the only prop- 
er object for the divine mind to think on is itself.” Whether 
Origen knew this directly from Aristotle or not is difficult to 
say, for as E. A. Clark has noted, these Aristotelian motifs 
“had been absorbed into Middle Platonic theology” prior to 
the time of Clement.” 

(43) This unique God is surrounded by darkness, so far 
as human understanding is concerned. He is unknown to all 
except, perhaps, to Christ and the Holy Spirit.” Scripture 
does not contain “some of the more important and more di- 
vine aspects of the mysteries of God.”® Human knowledge 
of the Father is possible only through the Son, the Word. 
One “ascends from knowledge of the Son to knowledge of 
the Father, and the Father is not seen otherwise than by see- 
ing the Son. . . . It is impossible . . . to behold God apart 
from the Word.”” This is, at best, an indirect knowledge me- 
diated by means of a mirror. For the Son “is an image of the 
goodness and brightness, not of God, but of God’s glory 
and of his eternal light... , an unspotted mirror of his activ- 
ity. It is through this mirror that Paul and Peter and their 
contemporaries see God, because he says, ‘He who has seen 
me has seen the Father who sent me.’”” 

(44) This contemplation of God through the mirror of 
the Son will one day give way to direct knowledge of God, 
even as the Son now knows him. “There will be a time when 
one will see the Father and the things with the Father as the 
Son sees them. Then he will be an eyewitness, as it were, of 
the Father and of the Father’s things in a manner similar to 

92. 32.350. 

93. Nic. Eth. 10.8.1178b20—22; Met. 12.9. 

94. Clement’s Use of Aristotle (New York: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1977), 


79, 85. 
95. 2.172, FOTC 80.141. 96. 13.27. 


97- 19-35- 98. 13.153. 
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the Son, and will no longer conceive of the things concern- 
ing God, of whom the Son is the image, from the image.” 
Origen is not, however, speaking of any kind of mystical di- 
rect vision of God to be expected in this life. It is an eschato- 
logical hope. It will come about “whenever that hour comes, 
which is to begin after the present hour,”™ or, as he states it 
in another passage, “this is the goal when the Son delivers 
the kingdom to God the Father, and when God becomes all 
in all”! 

(45) In one passage Origen recognizes a certain correct- 
ness in the Gnostic distinction between the God of the Old 
Testament and the Father made known through Jesus. In 
discussing Jesus’ statement to the Pharisees in John 8.109, 
“You know neither me nor my Father,” he raises the possibil- 
ity that someone might know God, but not know the Father. 
“For if there is one aspect of him in accordance with which 
he is Father, and another in accordance with which he is 
God, perhaps it is possible for someone to know God, but 
not to know the Father beyond knowing him as God.”"” On 
this basis, he asserts, it is possible “to agree with the hetero- 
dox view, that Moses and the prophets did not know the Fa- 
ther.” This view, for Origen, is based on his understanding 
that only the Son knows the Father, and that the Father can 
be known only through the Son. 

(46) In contradistinction to the Son, he classes the per- 
sonalities of the Old Testament as servants who knew God as 
Lord. He does allow for the possibility that Christ may have 
sojourned in some of the personalities of the Old Testament 
spiritually and these, therefore, could have known God as 
Father through the Son. These, however, spoke and wrote 
about God as Father in secret, “so that they might not antici- 
pate the grace which is poured out to all the world through 
Jesus who calls all people to adoption.” There is one major 


99. 20.47; cf. 19.113. 100. 13.113. 

101. 20.48. For the significance of 1 Cor 15.22—-28 in Origen’s escha- 
tology, see below, par. 122, and 135ff. 

102. 19.26. 

103. 19.28. See M. Harl, Origéne et la fonction révélatrice du verbe incarné 
(Paris: éditions du Seuil, 1958), 166-67. 
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distinction that sets Origen’s view apart from that of the 
Gnostics. He firmly maintained that it was the same God 
who was known to the personalities of the Old Testament 
and who was revealed as Father through Jesus. Origen’s 
rapprochement with Gnosticism on this point, therefore, as 
he is well aware, is on a quite superficial level. 

(47) Origen deals with the Monarchian view of God most 
directly in the following passage. “Many people,” he asserts, 
“who wish to be pious are troubled because they are afraid 
that they may proclaim two Gods and, for this reason, they 
fall into false and impious beliefs. They either deny that the 
individual nature of the Son is other than that of the Father 
by confessing him to be God whom they refer to as “Son” in 
name at least, or they deny the divinity of the Son and make 
his individual nature and essence as an individual to be dif- 
ferent from the Father.” He answers the problem here by 
arguing that one should understand a distinction between 
“the God,” i.e. God with the definite article, as in John 1.1b, 
2a, where it is asserted that “the Word was with the God,” 
and God without the definite article, as in John 1,1c, where 
it is said that “the Word was God.” “The God” refers to him 
who is “very God,” or “the only true God,” whereas “God” 
without the article refers to “everything besides the very 
God, which is made God by participation in his divinity.” 
The latter includes the Word, who is God because he is 
“with the God.” He would not be God “if he were not with 
God, and he would not remain God if he did not continue 
in unceasing contemplation of the depth of the Father.” 
This “true God” is identical with the Father for Origen.” 

(48) Origen treats another unacceptable view of the rela- 
tion between the Father and the Son in his later discussion 
of John 8.42, “I have proceeded from God.” He seems to 
have in mind the same people to whom Tertullian alludes 


104. 19.27-32. 

105. 2.16, FOTC 80.98; cf. 10.246, FOTC 80.309. 
106. 2.17-18, FOTC 80.98—99; cf. 13.2109. 

107. 2.19, FOTC 80.99. 

108. 20.152-59. 
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when he quotes John 8.42 to show the distinction between 
the Father and the Son against the modalistic Monarchian 
views of Praxeas. Tertullian immediately adds, to combat a 
view that made the Father and Son completely separate, 
“Howbeit they are not separated, though he said he was 
come forth, as some seize upon the chance which this saying gives 
them [emphasis mine]: for he came forth from the Father 
like the beam from the sun, like the stream from the spring, 
like the ground shoot from the seed.” Neither Tertullian 
nor Origen identify those who held this view. 

(49) Origen interprets the passage by joining the words 
from Micah 1.2-4, “The Lord proceeds from his place,” 
with those of John 8.42. On this basis, he asserts that “when 
the Son is in the Father, being in the form of God before he 
empties himself, his place, as it were, is God.” Even after 
the Son has proceeded from God, however, the Father con- 
tinues to be with him, and the Son continues to be in the 
Father, although “in a different way than he was before he 
proceeded from God.”™ 

(50) At this point in the discussion Origen introduces the 
view of “others,” who take the statement, “I proceeded from 
God,” to mean, “I have been begotten by God.” These must 
hold, he asserts, that the Son was begotten of the Father’s 
essence, analogous to those who are pregnant, and conse- 
quently “that God is diminished and lacking, as it were, in 
the essence which he formerly had, when he has begotten 
the Son.”™? This view demands also that one think of the Fa- 
ther and Son as corporeal, that the Father is located in a 
physical place, that the Son exchanged one material place 
for another, and that the Father has been divided.'” 
“These,” Origen concludes, “are the doctrines of people 
who have not even dreamed of an invisible and bodiless na- 
ture that is pure essence.”' 


109. Adv. Prax. 22, tr. E. Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise Against Praxeas (Lon- 
don: SPCK, 1948), 163. Cf. ibid., 301-2, where Evans also expresses the 
opinion that these are the same people to whom Origen also refers. 
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(51) Origen has another major discussion of God's 
essence in the Commentary related to the assertion in John 
4.24, that “God is spirit.” The starting point for this discus- 
sion seems to have been Origen’s knowledge of the treat- 
ments of God in various philosophical schools. He begins by 
saying that “many have produced lengthy discussions of God 
and his essence.” His summary comments reflect knowledge 
of the doxographical accounts of God." The discussion fo- 
cuses on the view that God is corporeal. This was the Stoic 
view of God, but it was also a view held by some in the 
Church." 

(52) To take the statement, “God is spirit,” as a definition 
of God’s essence, Origen argues, demands that one assume 
that God is a body.'* This in turn demands that he be sub- 
ject to change and corruption.” Origen considers these 
conclusions to be blasphemous.” 

(53) We must, he argues, understand the statement, 
“God is spirit,” in a spiritual manner, in the same way as we 
understand other statements in Scripture that attribute 
qualities such as fire or light to God.” We must assume that 
in reality God is “invisible and incorporeal,” and can be 
known only through the Son.’” Even this knowledge of God 
is limited, however, for the Savior said, “The Father who 
sent me is greater than I,” and “although the Savior tran- 
scends in his essence, rank, power, divinity... , and wisdom, 
beings that are so great and of such antiquity, nevertheless, 
he is not comparable with the Father in any way.” 

(54) In another passage Origen suggests that it is on the 
basis of the unity of the Son’s will with the Father’s that he 


115. 13.123-53. See G. L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London: 
SPCK, 1952), 17. 

116. 13.123. See H. Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum (Cambridge, 
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can say, “I and the Father are one,” and “He who sees me 
sees the one who sent me.”™ This is also the reason he is the 
image of the Father, for he is the only one “who has compre- 
hended the complete will of God and does it.” 

(55) The Commentary may also throw some light on the 
question of whether or not Origen thought God suffered in 
the suffering of the Son. This is an important question in 
contemporary theology.’ J. Moltmann asserts that only Ori- 
gen, of all the Greek and Latin Fathers, “dares to talk theo- 
logically about “God’s suffering. ”” The few passages in Ori- 
gen’s works that are used to support such assertions are 
drawn from texts preserved only in Latin translations or in 
Catena fragments.” 

(56) J. M. Hallman argues that outside these few passages 
Origen is quite explicit that it is impossible for God to 
change or to suffer.’ He recognizes, however, that in the 
sixth homily on Ezekiel, Origen states that the Father is not 
impassible, but that in some way he suffers in the sufferings 
of the Son, having pity and compassion for human beings, 
and even endures human sufferings for us.” “All authors 
agree,” Hallman says, “on the uniqueness of this text,” 
which “in simple direct assertions, affirms the passibility of 
the Father.” R. M. Grant thinks that Origen has changed 
his mind about the passibility of God in this text, and that 


124. 13.228. 

125. 13.231; cf. 13.234. 

126. See M. Sarot, “Patripassianism, Theopaschitism and the Suffering 
of God. Some Historical and Systematic Considerations,” RS 26 (1990): 
363-75, and the many references to modern works of theology in J. M. 
Hallman, “Divine Suffering and Change in Origen and Ad Theopompum,” 
The Second Century 7 (1989-90): 85-86. 

127. The Trinity and the Kingdom of God, tr. M. Kohl (London: SCM, 
1981), 23-4; cf. also Moltmann, “Gesichtspunkte der Kreuzestheologie 
heute,” ET 33 (1973): 354-55- 

128. The texts usually cited are comm. in Rom. 7.9; sel. in Ezech. c. 16; 
hom. in Ezech. 6.6, with the latter considered to be by far the most signifi- 
cant. Hallman (92-3) also cites hom. in Num. 23.2 and hom. in Ex. 8.5. All 
of these works would have been composed approximately contemporane- 
ous with or after Jo. 

129. The Second Century 7 (1989-90): 92. He takes no notice of the 
texts in Jo. 32 which we are discussing here. 

130. Hallman, The Second Century 7 (1989-90): 94. 

131. Ibid. 
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the occasion for this change was his discovery of the letters 
of Ignatius to which he explicitly alludes in his sixth homily 
on Luke.” 

(57) It is significant that the passages in question in the 
Commentary on John appear in Book 32, which was clearly 
composed after the homilies on Luke, for Origen alludes to 
these homilies in the opening of that Book. This means 
that Origen has discovered the letters of Ignatius prior to 
the composition of Book 32, and if these have led him to 
change his mind on the passibility of God, this change of 
mind should have occurred prior to the writing of Book 32. 

(58) There are two texts in Book 32, both in the exposi- 
tion of John 13.31, “When, therefore, he [that is, Judas] 
went out Jesus said, Now is the Son of Man glorified, and 
God is glorified in him,” which suggest that Origen may be 
thinking that God suffers in some way in the suffering of the 
Son.’ 

(59) Origen refers to the divine economy (otkovopia) 
three times in these two texts. This term, in Book 32 at least, 
refers exclusively to the Passion of Christ.” He links God 
with the suffering of the oixovouica first, when he asserts 
that this economy of suffering does not occur “without 
God,” and again, when he says, “It does not say ‘the Son of 
Man is glorified,’ alone, for indeed ‘God is glorified in 
him.’” When Origen says the suffering of the Son of Man 
does not occur “without God,” he uses a variant reading of 
Hebrews 2.9, although he knows the reading “by the grace 
of God” as well.’ He usually takes this variant reading to 


132. Gods and the One God (London: SPCK, 1986), 92-93. Grant also 
cites a Greek text from the late comm. in Mt. 10.23, in which Origen states 
that the impassible Word suffered. H. Crouzel, Origen, 183, in accord with 
his general assumption that Origen does not change his mind in his theol- 
ogy, uses the passage from Ezekiel to show how Origen counterbalances 
the divine characteristics he has taken over from Middle Platonism with 
Biblical statements which contradict them. “Everything that is affirmed 
about God,” he says, “must also at the same time be denied.” 

133. 32.5. See my note below on 32.5. 

134. 32-354) 359- 

135. See 32.25, 34, 84, 86, 295, 320, 359 (twice), 391. 

136. See my note on 32.354. 
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mean, as R. A. Greer has noted, “‘He tasted death for all ra- 
tional beings except God.’”’ He obviously does not take it 
that way here. He has introduced a negative into the phrase 
which clearly points it away from meaning that God is in 
some way an exception. Origen must mean by this state- 
ment that he understands God to have been involved in 
some way in “the economy of the suffering of the Son of 
Man for all men.” We must pay careful attention to Origen’s 
precise words in the text to understand what he means here. 
We discussed above the distinction Origen perceives be- 
tween the noun “God” with the article and without the arti- 
cle.!8 God with the article means God the Father, and with- 
out the article means God the Word. Prior to the statement 
that Origen makes involving Hebrews 2.9, he has discussed 
our passage in the light of Hebrews 1.1-3, where the noun 
“God” appears with the article.’ “The Son,” Origen says, “is 
the reflection of the total glory of the God himself.” No one, 
he asserts, but the Son “can contain the whole reflection of 
the full glory of the God.” The sentence we are discussing 
follows this assertion immediately, and begins with the con- 
nectives, “now, therefore,” which make it dependent on the 
preceding statement, that is, because the Son is a reflection 
“of the full glory of the God,” the economy of suffering does 
not occur “without God.” The latter phrase, “without God,” 
lacks the article, and must, therefore, mean God the Word, 
and not God the Father. Nevertheless, it is God the Father 
who is glorified in the suffering of the Son of Man, for Ori- 
gen says, “It does not say ‘the Son of Man is glorified,’ alone, 
for indeed ‘the God is glorified in him.’”" 

(60) The other passage referred to above confirms the 
interpretation we have offered in the words, “But the Son 
was about to reveal the Father by means of the economy [of 
suffering], wherefore he said, ‘And the God is glorified in 
him.’” This is followed by a quotation that combines John 
14.9 and 12.45: “He who has seen me has seen the Father 


137. The Captain of Our Salvation (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1973), 51. 
138. See paragraph 47. 
139. Heb 1.1; Jo. 32.353. 140. Jo. 32.354. 
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who sent me.” Origen explains this statement in terms of 
the Word being the image of the invisible God, but with the 
addition of the unusual statement for Origen, “and he who 
beholds the image of the invisible God is able to behold the 
Father directly too, for he is the prototype of the image.” We 
have noted in our discussions above that Origen says in 
other places in the Commentary that Christ is not the image 
of God himself, but of God’s glory. Here he appears to go a 
step beyond that. It is significant, perhaps, that this addi- 
tional step is taken in his discussion of the revelation of the 
Father through the suffering of the Son. 

(61) These two passages, preserved in the Greek manu- 
script tradition of the Commentary on John, suggest that Ori- 
gen did allow for passibility in God the Word, at least, and 
thereby strengthen the credibility of the Latin translation of 
the sixth homily on Ezekiel.’ It is apparent, however, that 
there is no Patripassianism in Origen’s thought.’” This will 
become more obvious in our following treatment of Christ 
and his work. 


The Person and Work of Christ 


(62) Origen’s treatment of Christ’s Person can be divided 
into two major categories. (1) The Son in relation to the Fa- 
ther, and (2) the Son in relation to the created order. The 
latter, of course, merges into the work of Christ, which I 
shall treat specifically in a separate section. What I shall 
treat in the first two sections are primarily those subjects re- 
lated to the being of the Son in his relation to the Father and 
to the created order. Certain aspects of the first point have 
already been discussed in the section on God. 

(63) The Son in Relation to the Father. Origen notes that 


141. Whether Origen always held this view, as Crouzel assumes, or 
changed his mind, as Grant assumes, cannot, of course, be determined 
from these texts. See note 132 above. 

142. On the definition of Patripassianism proposed by Sarot, RE 26 
(1990): 370, 375, that it is the refusal “to endorse the Trinitarian distinc- 
tion between Father and Son,” and “therefore holds that in the suffering 
of Jesus, God simpliciter, and not God the Son, was involved,” then Origen 
did not even approach this position. 
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among the presentations of Christ in the four Gospels John 
has shown his divinity more fully than the others.’* The di- 
vinity of the Son, indeed, is the underlying assumption of all 
that Origen says about him. His Christology begins from 
above. 

(64) The Son is eternally with God. Origen has various 
ways of expressing this, one of which is his concept of the 
eternal generation of the Son. One cannot speak of a begin- 
ning in regard to him. This same idea is expressed in his 
discussion of Jn 1.1, 2, when he distinguishes between the 
verbs “coming to be” and “was.” The Word “does not come to 
be ‘with God’ ... , but because he is always with the Father, it 
is said, ‘And the Word was with God.’” “Before all time and 
eternity ‘the Word was in the beginning,’ and ‘the Word was 
with God.’”’® It is the fact that the Son is “by nature a Son 
from the beginning” that explains why the Spirit is not also 
called the Son of God. It is also the Son’s perpetual pres- 
ence with God that constitutes his divinity. He would not be 
God “if he were not with God, and he would not remain 
God if he did not continue in unceasing contemplation of 
the depth of the Father.”"” 

(65) Although the Son is always with the Father, one 
must understand that he has his own “substantive existence” 
(bLOGTAGIC),'*” and is distinct from the Father.'* He is “the 
image of the invisible God,”"” and reflects “the total glory of 
God himself” being the only one who “can contain the 
whole reflection of the full glory of God.” 


143. 1.22, FOTC 80.37. 

144. 1.204, FOTC 80.74; 2.130, FOTC 80.129. 

145. 2.8-9, FOTC 80.96—-7. See Gruber, ZQH, 278-80, and Harl, 
Origène, 122. 

146. 2.18, FOTC 80.99; cf. 13.219-20, and our discussion above in 
par. 41. 

147. 32.193. 

148. 10.246, FOTC 80.309; cf. 2.149, FOTC 80.134, our discussion 
above in par. 41, and R. P. C. Hanson, “Did Origen Teach that the Son is 
ek tés ousias of the Father?” in Origeniana Quarta, ed. L. Lies (Innsbruck- 
Wien: Tyrolia-Verlag, 1987), 201-2. 

149. 1.104, FOTC 80.55. 

150. 32.353; cf. our discussion above in paragraphs 43-44. 
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(66) There is, moreover, a clear subordination of the Son 
to the Father in the Commentary.’" “The Father exceeds the 
Savior as much . . . as the Savior himself . . . exceeds the 
rest.”"? When “the Son of Man is glorified in God,” it is a 
case of “the lesser” being glorified “in the greater.”"” In spite 
of these subordinationist views, however, Origen rejects the 
view of those who, “in the delusion of glorifying the Father,” 
declare “that something known by the Father is not known 
by the Son who refuses to be made equal to the perceptions 
of the unbegotten God.” It is perhaps in this same vein 
that one should understand Origen’s assertion that it is on 
the basis of the unity of the Son’s will with the Father’s that 
he says, “I and the Father are one.”'” Origen is not here ex- 
pressing the view that Jesus was a man who was given divine 
status consequent to his perfect willing of what God willed. 
He makes this assertion in his discussion of the meaning of 
John 4.34, “My meat is to do the will of the one who sent 
me.” He argues that this does not refer to “performing cer- 
tain extrinsic deeds,” but refers to the complete identity of 
will between the Father and Son. “The will which is in him is 
an image of the first will,” just as “the divinity which is in 
him is an image of the true divinity.”!”° 

(67) Origen criticizes those who, without further exami- 
nation, assert that Christ is the Word, and think that this 
sufficiently defines him.’ The concept of the Word, never- 
theless, is central to his own understanding of Christ, and 
he stands squarely in the tradition of the earlier Word 
(Logos) theology of the Greek Apologists of the second cen- 
tury, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and Hippolytus. In 


151. See Prestige, God, 131ff. 

152. 13.151-53; cf. 2.32, FOTC 80.102, and H. J. Vogt, “Beobachtun- 
gen zum Johannes-Kommentar des Origenes” TQ (1990): 199-202. 

153. 32.363-65. 

154. 1.187, FOTC 80.71. See R. D. Williams, “The Son’s Knowledge of 
the Father in Origen,” in Origeniana Quarta, 146-53, on the complexities 
in Origen’s thought on the problems of the Son’s knowledge in relation to 
the Father. See also H. J. Vogt, TQ (1990): 206-7. 

155. 13.228. 

156. 13.234. 

157. 1.125, 266, FOTC 80.59, 88. 
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this line, Origen speaks of the Word as the agent of 
creation! and also as the agent of revelation.” In this latter 
respect, he emphasizes especially the role of the pre-existent 
Christ as the agent of revelation to the saints of the Old Tes- 
tament.'” 

(68) It is by means of the concept of the Word that Ori- 
gen links Christ most closely with God.’" The Word is one,’” 
and, like God, by nature does not die.’” 

(69) It is also the concept of the Word that provides the 
fundamental link in Christ’s mediation between God and 
the created order of rational beings. Just as one can distin- 
guish between “the God” and all other beings that are di- 
vine because they participate in “the God,” so one can speak 
of “the Word” and all other beings that are rational because 
they participate in “the Word.”™ In a passage where his de- 
pendence on Plato is obvious, he asserts that the Word on 
earth differs from the Word in heaven “inasmuch as he has 
become flesh and is expressed by means of a shadow and 
types and images.” It is this shadow of the true Word that is 
known by the multitude of believers, and not the true Word 
himself.” 

(70) The Son in Relation to the Created Order. This divine 
Christ assumed human nature for the sake of humanity. 
While “in his nature, divinity is the beginning, . . . in his re- 
lation to us who are not able to begin from the greatness of 
the truth about him, it is his humanity.” 

(71) The doctrine of the Incarnation is central to Ori- 
gen’s thought. “Without the man, we would have received 


158. 1.255; 2.72; 6.188, FOTC 80.85, 113, 221; cf. 2.36, FOTC 
80.103-4. 

159. 19.35; cf. our discussion above in par. 43. The Word as the agent 
of salvation will be treated in the section on the work of Christ. 

160. 1.37-38; 2.1-9; 6.15-19, 24, 31, FOTC 80.41-42, 95, 172-73, 
174, 177; 20.398. 

161. 2.18, FOTC 80.99. 

162. 2.40, FOTC 80.104-5. 

163. 32.322; cf. 20.85; 28.157—-59. 

164. 2.20, FOTC 80.g9-100. 

165. 2.49-50, FOTC 80.107. 

166. 1.107, FOTC 80.56. 
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no benefit from the Word, if he had remained God as he 
was in the beginning with the Father, and not taken up the 
man.” While he certainly thinks that one should advance 
beyond the vision of the Word become flesh, Origen does 
not consider the Incarnation to be of minor or passing sig- 
nificance. As he meditates on John’s vision of the Word of 
God mounted on a white horse and clothed in a garment 
sprinkled with blood,’* which Origen takes as symbolic of 
the Word’s taking flesh and dying, he remarks that, “per- 
haps, even if in some way we attain the most sublime and 
highest contemplation of the Word and of the truth, we 
shall not forget completely that we were introduced to him 
by his coming in our body.” 

(72) Those, such as Marcion, who have annulled his hu- 
manity, and the Docetists who denied the reality of his 
death, have erred, and deprive us of “the most righteous 
man of all men.” “We cannot be saved through that being of 
theirs.”” In a creed-like statement Origen asserts that “one 
must... believe in all the truth about him in relation to his 
divinity and humanity. ”” 

(73) The humanity of the Savior was unique in that he 
was born of a virgin and the Holy Spirit,” was sinless,” and, 
in some way, was the first man. On the basis of the statement 
of John the Baptist, “A man comes before me, who came to 
be before me, because he was first,”’’* Origen speaks of him 
as “the first man.”’” He makes a similar statement in reflect- 
ing on Romans 5.12-18, when he says that the Christ took 
up “the man who was first of all men.”'” 

(74) It is the assumption of mortality that is central to 
Origen’s thought about the Incarnation. “When he put on 
man he also put on death.”’” He did not possess the Fa- 


167. 10.26, FOTC 80.261. 168. Rv 19.11-13. 

169. 2.61, FOTC 80.110. 

170. 10.24-25, FOTC 80.260-61. 
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ther’s immortality, “for he tasted death for all.” “To de- 
scend to death for the ungodly not thinking equality with 
God a thing to be grasped . . . was unique to Jesus’ love for 
man.”!” 

(75) Although he continues to be more than man, the 
fact that he is man means that he is mortal. “It is true to say 
that he is man and that he is not man. He is man insofar as 
he is capable of death; not man insofar as he is more divine 
than man.” John 8.40, “But now you seek to kill me, a man 
who has spoken the truth to you,” is an important text for 
Origen in this respect. He emphasizes, on the basis of this 
verse, that it is a man, and not God or the Word, who will be 
killed.’*! 

(76) Origen perceives a problem in this understanding of 
the Incarnation, which he solves by making a distinction be- 
tween the terms flesh and man.'® Did the Word, he asks, in 
becoming flesh also become a man? If he did, then it is pos- 
sible to seek to destroy him. If he did not, then “he has been 
restored to what he was before he became flesh.” Origen 
does not answer the question here. 

(77) He takes up John 8.40 again, however, in his discus- 
sion of Caiphas’ assertion in John 11.50 that “it is expedient 
for us that one man should die for the people.” “It was expe- 
dient even for them,” Origen says, “that this one man, inso- 
far as he is man, should die for the people, for Jesus is a 
man when he dies.” He then quotes John 8.40, and com- 
ments, “And since he who dies is man, but the truth, and 
wisdom, and peace, and justice, and him of whom it is writ- 
ten, ‘The Word was God,’ were not man, the Word which was 
God, and the truth, and wisdom, and justice did not die, for 
the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation 
does not admit of death. But this man, the purest of all liv- 


178. 2.123, FOTC 80.127. 
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ing creatures, died for the people.” Origen’s answer here 
is clear. The Word did not become man, and did not die with 
the man Jesus. 

(78) John 8.40 appears once more in another major dis- 
cussion of this problem where the solution receives a slight- 
ly different turn. The discussion concerns God’s glorifica- 
tion of the Son of Man.’ Origen notes that the glory 
resulting from his death for men could not have belonged 
“to the only-begotten Word, which by nature does not die,” 
but “belonged to the man who was also the Son of Man 
born of the seed of David according to the flesh.” This is 
why, he asserts, “he said earlier, ‘Now you seek to kill me, a 
man who has spoken the truth to you.’” The exaltation con- 
sequent to the death of the Son of Man was not an exalta- 
tion of the Word, who “was not capable of being highly ex- 
alted.” It was an exaltation of the Son of Man and “consisted 
in the fact that he was no longer different from the Word, 
but was the same with him.” “The humanity of Jesus became 
one with the Word.” This unity is of the nature of that re- 
ferred to in 1 Corinthians 6.17, where it is said that “he 
who is joined to the Lord is one spirit,’ so that it is no longer 
said that ‘they are two.’”'*’ The exaltation of the humanity of 
Jesus through his death for mankind is then, in a sense, a re- 
versal of the Incarnation, when the Word emptied himself 
and assumed the humanity of Jesus. 

(79) Origen is obviously wrestling with a very difficult 
problem, and one closely related to our previous discussion 
of the involvement of God in the suffering of Jesus."* On 
the one hand, he stresses the unity of the divine and human 
elements in the incarnate Christ.’ On the other hand, he 
cannot think that God the Word, who is eternally with God 
and is God on the basis of being with God, could die. It is 
too simple to say that Origen’s roots in Greek philosophy 
caused this problem in his thinking, for Greek philosophy 


184. 28.157—-6o. Cf. H. J. Vogt, TQ (1990): 204-5. 
185. Jn 13.31-32. 186. 32.322—26. 
187. 32.326. 

188. See above, paragraphs 55-61. 
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aside, the thought of God dying raises insurmountable 
problems for anyone who thinks through even some of its 
implications. It is instead, a genuine problem for any Chris- 
tology which begins from above,™ but wants to avoid Do- 
cetic views. Even the so-called Christological settlement at 
Chalcedon two centuries later was far from a solution to the 
problem. We can hardly fault Origen, therefore, for failing 
to be consistent in every respect, or for failing to give a firm 
and decisive solution to the problem as he wrestled with the 
various, and often unclear, statements and metaphors about 
the nature of the incarnate Christ in the Bible. 

(80) There is another feature of Origen’s Christology 
that in some respects bridges the two categories under 
which we have discussed the subject in the first two sections, 
and leads into the third section on the work of Christ. I 
refer to his doctrine of the so-called aspects of Christ (€mivovor 
Xptotod), some of which the Christ is in his own nature, but 
most of which, Origen assumes, he became for the sake of 
the created order.'®! H. Koch sees this doctrine, or, at least, 
the implicit multiplicity in the Savior which underlies it, as 
central in Origen’s Christology.’? M. Harl, on the other 
hand, regards the doctrine as relatively unimportant in Ori- 
gen’s thought, and thinks the doctrine of the two natures of 
Christ much more important for him.’ I think the doctrine 
is important in Origen’s thought, but not so important as 
Koch makes it. On the whole, Harl is nearer to the truth on 
this subject. 


190. See par. 63 above. 

191. There is a large amount of literature on this subject. All works that 
discuss Origen’s theology treat it. The following give special attention to 
the subject. H. Crouzel, “Le contenu spirituel des dénominations du 
Christ selon le Livre I du Commentaire sur Jean d’Origéne,” in Origeniana Se- 
cunda, ed. H. Crouzel and A. Quacquareli (Edizioni dell’Ateneo, 1980), 
131-50; A. Orbe, La Epinoia (Rome: Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana, 
1955); G. Gruber, ZQH, 241-326. 

192. Pronoia und Paideusis (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1932), 65. 
A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 1, tr. J. Bowden (Atlanta: John 
Knox Press, 1975), 141-44, also treats it as central to Origen’s Christol- 
ogy. 
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(81) The following text is the theological substructure of 
the doctrine of the aspects of Christ. “God . . . is altogether 
one and simple. Our Savior, however, because of the many 
things, since God ‘set’ him ‘forth as a propitiation’ and first 
fruits of all creation, becomes many things, or perhaps even 
all these things, as the whole creation which can be made 
free needs him.” Origen constructs the doctrine on this 
basic assumption about the Christ by collecting and examin- 
ing the various titles applied to Christ in the Bible.” These 
titles, for Origen, fall into two categories. Four belong to the 
Christ in his nature: Wisdom, Word, Life, and Truth. Christ 
would have been these even had there been no Fall and no 
need for redemption.” 

(82) The other titles, such as Physician, Way, Bread of 
Life, Light, etc., constitute what Christ is in relation to the 
various needs of humanity. Origen perceives a certain order 
in these aspects proceeding from lower to higher, but he 
never attempts to arrange all the titles of Christ in a progres- 
sive order.” His most extensive arrangement of the titles in 
the Commentary occurs in the following passage where he 
compares the aspects of Christ to the steps in the temple. 
One sets foot first of all on the humanity of Jesus as the low- 
est step, and proceeds upward until he finally knows God 
through the Savior. In this context Origen says, “In accor- 
dance with his aspects, since a way differs from a door, one 
must first have gone forth on the way so that later he may 
thus arrive at the door; and one must experience his rule in- 
sofar as he is shepherd, so that he may also enjoy him as 
King. And we must first profit from him as lamb, so that he 
may first remove our sin, and later, when we have been 


194. 1.119, FOTC 80.58; cf. 6.107, FOTC 80.198; 10.21, FOTC 
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195. 1.123, FOTC 80.59. 
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cleansed, we may eat of his flesh, the true food. And after 
one has carefully examined and received the terms similar 
to these, he will hear the words, ‘If you know me, you also 
know my Father.” 

(83) That these are more metaphors of the process of 
spiritual development that people experience in their rela- 
tionship with Christ than statements about changes in the 
nature of Christ himself follows from Origen’s cautionary 
statement, “Let no one take offense when we distinguish the 
aspects in the Savior, thinking that we also do the same with 
his essence.”” He does not see a multiplicity in the essence of 
the Savior. The aspects of Christ, rather, show what it means 
to believe in and follow Christ. They constitute a kind of 
road map for a believer’s imitatio Christi. 


He who believes that justice is something would not be unjust, and 
he who has believed in wisdom because he has contemplated what 
wisdom is, would not say or do anything foolish; furthermore, he 
who has believed in the Word that was with God in the beginning 
in that he has contemplated him, would do nothing unreasonable. 
Furthermore, he who believes that ‘he is our peace,’ would not 
contrive anything warlike and factious. In addition, if Christ is not 
only the ‘wisdom of God,’ but also the ‘power of God,’ he who be- 
lieves in him insofar as he is power would not be powerless con- 
cerning good things. .. . And if we should [thus] collect the re- 
maining aspects of Christ, we will discover without difficulty from 
what has been said how he who does not believe in Christ will die 
in his sins. For because he is in opposition to the things that Christ 
is in his aspect, he dies in the sins themselves. 


The aspects of Christ, then, at the human level at least, are 
as much about the differing human perceptions of and. ca- 
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pacities for receiving the Christ as they are about the Christ 
himself. 

(84) This is not the complete picture, however, for Ori- 
gen says that as the Savior became a man to men, so has he 
also become an angel to angels.” And, as we shall see in our 
discussion of the work of Christ, since he considered the 
Savior’s mission to have been to all rational beings, we may 
assume that the Savior also ministered in whatever way was 
appropriate to each category of beings. Indeed, in dis- 
cussing the Biblical statement that the Savior is first and 
last,” he raises the question of whether last refers to man, 
“or those called the underworld beings, of which the 
demons also are a part.” He stops short, however, of saying 
that the Savior became one of the beings of the under- 
world.” 

(85) The Work of Christ. Jesus’ statement that he has come 
“to perfect the work of God,” causes Origen to puzzle over 
why God’s work should need perfecting, and how the work 
of the greater could be perfected by the lesser.*” Surely the 
work, which Origen takes to mean the rational creature, was 
not created imperfect, “for how would God have placed 
what was altogether imperfect in paradise to work and 
guard it?”?” 

(86) He answers that the rational creature was indeed 
created perfect, but “he became imperfect in some way be- 
cause of his transgression, and was in need of one to perfect 
him from his imperfection.”* This need for perfection 
refers to all rational beings and not man alone, for all fell 
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and “forsook ‘their own habitation’ and ‘kept not their own 
beginning.’”?” 

(87) This discussion of John 4.34 brings out what are per- 
haps the two most significant points of Origen’s thought on 
the work of Christ in the Commentary. (1) The work of 
Christ is central and essential to salvation, and (2) the work 
of Christ is for all rational beings, and not for man alone. I 
shall examine how these two points are developed in the 
Commentary. 

(88) There is, for Origen, no salvation apart from the 
work of Christ. “Behold the Lamb of God who takes away 
the sin of the world,”” is a key text for Origen in this re- 
gard, appearing several times throughout the Commentary.” 
The interpretations given to the verse vary, at least in em- 
phasis, from place to place. The term “world,” especially re- 
ceives different interpretations. First, he says it refers to “the 
world of the Church.”” He later questions the adequacy of 
this understanding on the basis of 1 John 2.1—2 and 1 Timo- 
thy 4.10, where Christ is said to be the propitiation for the 
sins “of the whole world,” and the Savior “of all men” respec- 
tively,”* and, asserts that the Lamb of God takes away the 
sin, “not of a few, but of the whole world.” 

(89) Still later, by joining 1 Timothy 4.10 and Hebrews 
2.9 with John 1.29, he shows that by “the whole world” he 
means the totality of rational beings. The person capable of 
understanding the deeper sense of Christ’s death for us, he 
says, “will make use of the words, ‘that by the grace of God 
(or, apart from God) he might taste death for all,’ and he 
will give attention to the words, ‘for all,’ and to the words, 
‘apart from God for all.’”° He will also use the statement, 
‘who is the Savior of all men, especially of the faithful.’ And 
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because this is ‘the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of 
the world,’ he understands in a particular way the words ‘to 
take away the sin of the world,’ and not of a part of it.” 

(g0) This comprehensive understanding of the term 
“world” in relation to Christ’s work is in keeping with Ori- 
gen’s understanding of the work of Christ expressed in 
other passages. He asserts, for example, on the basis of He- 
brews 2.9, that Christ’s sacrifice was “not for men alone, but 
also for every spiritual being.” “It would be strange,” he 
says, “to declare that he tasted death for human sins, but not 
further also for any other creature, in addition to man, 
which happened to be in sins.”'* He questions why one 
should think that “those who have been clothed in flesh and 
blood are able, when they change, to take refuge in God 
through Christ, but all those who experience a purer nature 
are incapable of experiencing faith in the Savior.” 

(91) Yet another emphasis that Origen gives to John 1.29 
shows how he conceived the work of Christ to affect all be- 
ings both before and after the historical work of Christ in 
the world. He points out that John does not say he who will 
take away the sin of the world “but is not already also taking 
it away; and he does not say he who took it away but is not 
also still taking it away. For the ‘taking away’ affects each 
one in the world until sin be removed from all the world 
and the Savior deliver to the Father a prepared kingdom in 
which there is no sin at all, a kingdom which permits the Fa- 
ther’s rule and again admits all things of God in its whole 
and total self, when the saying is fulfilled: “That God may be 
all in all.’”??° 
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(92) What Origen took this perpetual “taking away” of 
the sins of the world to mean in relation to mankind is best 
shown in the following passage. On the basis of Hebrews 
6.6, which speaks of Christ being crucified again by those 
who forsake the faith, to which he joins the statement, “Now 
I am about to be crucified again,” from The Acts of Paul, he 
argues that “Now I am about to be crucified” could as well 
be said “before the sojourn, when the same causes are pre- 
sent. For why,” Origen asks, “was he not also crucified previ- 
ously, as he is about to be crucified ‘again’?”! “The spiritual 
economy (olKovouia, that is, the Passion of Jesus) related to 
Jesus has always been present with the saints.” Here he has 
spiritualized and universalized the death of Jesus for the 
sins of the world. In a later passage, however, he seems to at- 
tribute a retrospective power to the Crucifixion of Jesus 
when he identifies the patriarchs and prophets and “other 
elect people of God who had previously died” with the “scat- 
tered children of God” for whom Jesus was about to die.” 

(93) The death of Jesus, as we shall see more specifically 
in the following paragraphs, is always central to Origen’s un- 
derstanding of the taking away of the sin of the world in the 
Commentary. Sometimes he treats it as a symbol, as in the 
passages discussed above,’ at other times he speaks of its 
historical occurrence, as when he refers to the holy and sav- 
ing visit to the world of the one “who was crucified in the 
time of Pontius Pilate.” 

(94) Origen notes that “the ways of that Lamb who takes 
away the sin of the world, beginning with his own slaughter, are 
many.”” What he means by the “many” ways of the Lamb, 
however, are not alternative means of taking away sin in ad- 
dition to the death of the Lamb, but the various ways in 
which different people are brought to faith in the Lamb, 
and, consequently, have their sins removed. Specifically, he 
means that some people have to experience various kinds of 
scourging by evil spirits or diseases because of the excessive 
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extent to which they have given themselves over to sin, 
whereas others may not need such painful chastisement.”’ 

(95) It was solely to take away sin that the Christ came 
into the world and died. “If... the woman had not been de- 
ceived and Adam had not fallen into sin, .. . he would have 
neither descended ‘into the dust of death’ nor died since 
there would have been no sin for which he had to die be- 
cause of his love for men.” His death is “distributed like a 
drug” to all against the adverse influences of sin.” 

(96) All the major early Christian theories of the atone- 
ment are present in the Commentary. Jesus’ death was a victo- 
ry over the devil and the forces of the demonic realm. Lucifer 
is “crushed by Jesus” on the battlefield of the earth.” The 
Savior “humbled the denouncer by humbling himself.”*! 
He “supplanted the activity of the adversary.” “The death 
of Christ has made the powers which war against the human 
race ineffectual.”* Jesus “alone has despoiled the principal- 
ities and powers and exposed them publicly, and has tri- 
umphed over them on the tree, having set the cross as a sign 
of victory against every opposing power.”** When Jesus be- 
held Satan enter Judas at the last supper, “he stripped down 
for the fight, and in order to prevail against the wicked one 
for the salvation of men, he said, “What you do, do quick- 
bo 

(97) Christ’s death is also viewed as a ransom, necessitated 
because we sold ourselves. “In accordance with the Father’s 
love for man,” Jesus “submitted to slaughter on behalf of the 
world, purchasing us with his own blood from him who 
bought us when we had sold ourselves to sins.” 

(98) Finally, Christ's death is presented as a substitution. 
Origen alludes to the stories of Greeks and barbarians 
which tell of such things as plagues or famines being ended 
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“because someone gives himself for the common good.” 
But, he says, “never yet has a story been told of one who was 
able to take responsibility for purification on behalf of the 
whole universe. .. . Nor can such a story be told, since Jesus 
alone has been able to take up into himself on the cross the 
burden of the sin of all on behalf of the whole universe 
apart from God, and to bear it in his great strength.” 

(99) Origen understands this “taking up all the sin of the 
whole universe into himself,”” and his conquest of the de- 
monic forces to have defiled the Christ in some way so that 
he, in turn, needed to be cleansed after the Crucifixion.” 
He quotes 2 Corinthians 5.21, and then comments that “He 
made him to be sin who did not know sin, so that he who 
had sinned in no respect has taken up the sins of all, even if 
one must dare to say that he . . . has become the refuse of 
the world and the offscouring of all.” It is for this same 
reason, Origen asserts, that it can be said only of the Father, 
“There is no darkness in him.” This cannot be said of the 
Christ “if “him who knew no sin he made sin on behalf of 
us.’ .. . For if Jesus condemned sin ‘in the likeness of sinful 
flesh’ by taking up the likeness of sinful flesh, it will no 
longer be completely accurate to say of him, “There is no 
darkness in him.’ And we will add that ‘He himself took our 
infirmities and bore our diseases.’ . . . Because of these infir- 
mities and diseases, which he removed from us, he confesses 
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that his soul is sorrowful and troubled. It is recorded in 
Zacharias that he has put on filthy garments which are said 
to be sins when he is about to remove them.” 

(100) By a collage of skillfully arranged Biblical texts and 
images, which reads almost like a liturgy of the Ascension, 
Origen shows that this cleansing of the Christ takes place 
in a baptism in the heavenly realm. As he ascends, “bearing 
victory and trophies, with the body that arose from the 
dead, . . . certain powers ask, ‘Who is this that is coming 
from Edom, with scarlet garments from Bosra, so beautiful?’ 
And those escorting him say to those stationed at the gates 
of heaven, ‘Lift up your gates, and the king of glory will 
come in.’” But “when they see his blood-stained right hand 
and his whole body filled with the works of prowess,” they 
ask, “Why is your apparel red and your garments like the 
residue of a full wine-vat which has been trampled down?’” 
He answers, “I have crushed them in pieces.’” Then Origen 
remarks that this is why “he needed to wash ‘his robe in 
wine, and his garment in the blood of the grape.’ For after 
he took our infirmities and bore our diseases, and after he 
took away the sin of the whole world, . . . perhaps then he 
received the baptism which is greater than any which could 
be imagined by men, concerning which I think he said, 
‘And I have a baptism with which to be baptized, and how 
distressed I am until it be accomplished.’”” 

(101) Origen is aware that this interpretation of the bap- 
tism referred to in Luke 12.50 differs from the interpreta- 
tion of the majority. Most, he asserts, take it to refer to Jesus’ 
martyrdom. He thinks this cannot be correct, however, be- 
cause Jesus forbids Mary to touch him after his Resurrec- 
tion. This shows that he was still in need of “the cleansing 
for his manly deeds” which only the Father could give 
him.” Consequently, because “he needed to wash ‘his robe 
in wine, and his garment in the blood of grapes,’ he went up 
to the Father, the husbandman of the true vine, that, having 
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washed there after the ascent to the height when he led cap- 
tivity captive, he might descend bearing various gifts.”**” 

(102) Consequent to his assumption that the work of 
Christ is central and essential to the salvation of all rational 
beings, Origen held, on the contrary, that “no rational 
being whatever possesses blessedness by nature as an insepa- 
rable attribute.” This relates his doctrine of the work of 
Christ specifically to his argument with Heracleon.™ The 
latter held, according to Origen, that there are some “who 
are of the same nature with the Father,” and “are suitable 
for salvation . . . because of their constitution and nature.” 
While Origen is certainly concerned to refute Heracleon’s 
view of salvation inherent in the nature of certain spiritual 
beings, his doctrine of the work of Christ in the Commentary 
exceeds the boundaries of that debate. 


Doctrine of the Holy Spirit 

(103) In the creed-like section of Book 32, after the state- 
ments of what one must believe about God and Christ, Ori- 
gen makes the simple statement, “And one must also believe 
in the Holy Spirit.”™ The shortness of that statement is ap- 
propriate to the little amount of attention that is given to 
the Holy Spirit in the Commentary in comparison to what is 
said about God and Christ. The concentration on the Fa- 
ther and the Son, largely to the exclusion of the Holy Spirit, 
was not peculiar to Origen, however, but was common to 
the theological discussions of that period. The Holy Spirit 
receives hardly more attention even in the later creed of the 
council of Nicaea. 

(104) In his discussion of John 1.3, “All things were made 
through him,” Origen raises the question of whether or not 
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this assertion includes the Holy Spirit. He presents three 
possible answers to the question. One may say (1) that the 
Holy Spirit was made through the Word, or (2) that he was 
not made through the Word but was unbegotten, or (3) that 
he has “no distinctive essence different from the Father and 
the Son.” Or, if one holds the latter view he may think that 
the Son differs from the Father, but that “the Spirit is the 
same with the Father. ”™ 

(105) Origen rejects the second and third options be- 
cause he assumes that of the three hypostases only the Fa- 
ther is unbegotten. His own view is “that the Holy Spirit is 
the most honored of all things made through the Word, and 
that he is [first] in rank of all the things which have been 
made by the Father through Christ.”°? On this basis, there- 
fore, Origen also holds the Holy Spirit to be inferior to the 
Word, although he notes that some texts in the Bible sug- 
gest the opposite.” The Spirit needs the Son to minister to 
his hypostasis, not only in order to exist, but to be wise, ra- 
tional, just, etc.** On the basis of John 16.14, “He will re- 
ceive from me and will announce it to you,” Origen asserts 
that the Holy Spirit is also instructed by the Son. This leads 
him to ask if this means, then, that the Spirit knows all that 
the Son knows from contemplating the Father. He does not, 
however, answer the question.” 

(106) It is Isaias 48.16, “And now the Lord has sent me, 
and his Spirit,” along with the assertion in Matthew 12.32 
that there is no forgiveness for blasphemy against the Holy 
Spirit, that cause Origen to think that some texts in the 
Bible suggest that the Spirit is above the Christ. He re- 
sponds to the latter text by suggesting that it is not because 
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the Spirit is more honored than the Christ that there is no 
forgiveness for the one who sins against him, but that it is 
because pardon for all spiritual beings comes through 
Christ when they turn from their sins. Those, however, who 
still, in spite of the great help to the good from the Holy 
Spirit who is in them, fall away and turn from his counsels 
reasonably receive no pardon.” He offers two possible solu- 
tions to the problem presented by the text in Isaias, which 
suggests that the Son was sent into the world by the Holy 
Spirit as well as by the Father. The text, he suggests, does 
not mean that the Holy Spirit excels the Christ in nature. It 
was because of the Incarnation that the Savior was made less 
than the Spirit for a period of time, for he was made less 
even than the angels at that time. The other possible solu- 
tion is that the activity of freeing the creation from its slav- 
ery of corruption actually fell to the Holy Spirit, but he was 
not adequate for the task, and, therefore, sent the Savior as 
the only one capable of bearing the conflict, but at the same 
time promising to join the Savior at the appropriate time, 
which he did at his baptism, when the Spirit descended in 
the form of a dove and remained with the Christ.” 

(107) The Spirit is especially connected with prophecy in 
the Commentary. The Old Testament prophets are referred 
to as “the servants of the prophetic Spirit,” and the Spirit 
can even properly be referred to as “their Spirit,” as when it 
is said, “the Spirit of Elias and the Spirit of Isaias.” This as- 
sociation, however, presented a major problem for Origen 
in relation to the prophecy of Caiphas about the death of 
Jesus.” He devotes a very long discussion to the problem.” 
He poses various questions, but they all have their center 
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in the assumed connection between the Holy Spirit and 
prophecy. Does the fact that someone prophesies mean that 
that person is a prophet?” If someone prophesies, does he 
prophesy by the Holy Spirit? Can the Holy Spirit be in a 
sinful soul?” If it was not the Holy Spirit, then what sort of 
spirit prophesied in Caiphas?*™* 

(108) He answers the first question with a clear “no.” The 
utterance of a prophecy no more makes one a prophet than 
doing something related to architecture makes one an ar- 
chitect.°° The second and third questions are treated to- 
gether because of their interrelatedness.*® They too receive 
a negative answer, but the basis on which he says no con- 
tains a problem which Origen seems not to have perceived. 
It was not the Holy Spirit who prophesied in Caiphas, be- 
cause “‘the Spirit was not yet, because Jesus was not yet glori- 
fied.’ And if indeed the Spirit was not even in the apostles 
before Jesus was glorified, how much less was he in 
Caiphas.”°’ The problem Origen does not treat, is how, 
then, the Spirit spoke through the Old Testament prophets 
prior to the glorification of Jesus. Finally, he answers the last 
question by asserting that “evil spirits too can bear witness to 
Jesus and prophesy of him .. . as that spirit which said, “We 
know who you are, the holy one of God.’ Origen con- 
cludes his discussion by presenting a defense for the view 
that the Holy Spirit did speak through Caiphas.*® He denies 
that this is his own view, however, and leaves it to the reader 
to draw his own conclusions about Caiphas’ prophecy.”” 

(109) “The Spirit was not yet, because Jesus was not yet 
glorified,”™ is an important text for Origen in the last two 
books of the Commentary. We have already seen above how 
he uses this text to answer the problem posed by Caiphas’ 
prophecy.” He considered this verse to mark a transition 
stage in God’s dealings with man. In his discussion of Jesus’ 
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washing of the disciples’ feet, he suggests that this act was 
preparatory to the indwelling of the Holy Spirit.” Their 
feet were being made beautiful, “since they were about to 
preach the good things.” Jesus chose to wash their feet 
when “the divine plan (oikovopia, that is, the Passion of 
Jesus) was about to take place.”” The washing would have 
been inappropriate prior to this for there would have been 
no one to cleanse their feet in the interval up to the Pas- 
sion, nor could it have been done at the time of the Passion 
for there was not another Jesus who could do it.” Nor “was 
it appropriate after the divine plan (otxovouia), for by this 
time it was the hour of the Holy Spirit, which visited the disci- 
ples who had become clean and had had their feet washed, 
and by this time had their feet prepared and made beautiful 
to preach the good things in the Spirit. ”” 

(110) Near the end of the Commentary, Origen joins John 
7.39 with 1 Corinthians 12.3 to explain why the disciples 
forsook Jesus in the events leading up to the Crucifixion. 
“Would that they had wanted to follow the Word and con- 
fess him, without being scandalized in him. But they could 
not yet do this, ‘for as yet the Spirit was not, because Jesus 
was not yet glorified,’ and ‘no one is able to say Jesus is Lord 
except in the Holy Spirit.’””” 

(111) In an earlier discussion of baptism in relation to 
certain texts in Matthew and Acts, Origen makes the giving 
of the Spirit consequent to baptism.” “The history record- 
ed in the Acts of the Apostles bears witness to my word con- 
cerning the fact that the Spirit resided so manifestly at that 
time in those who were baptized, the water having prepared 
the way for him in advance in those who approached it gen- 
uinely.”® The Spirit, however, “does not appear in everyone 
after the water.”*! He makes reference here to his earlier 
statement that “the benefit of baptism depends on the 
choice of the one who is baptized. It is a benefit for the one 
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who repents, but it will result in a more grievous judgment 
for the one who does not approach baptism in this way.” 

(112) On the basis of 1 Corinthians 12.4-6, Origen as- 
serts that the function of the Spirit in relation to salvation is 
that he “supplies the material of the gifts from God to those 
who are called saints thanks to him and because of partici- 
pation in him. This material of the gifts . . . is made effective 
from God; it is administered by Christ; but it subsists in ac- 
cordance with the Holy Spirit.” 

(113) It is unfortunate that the Commentary ends just 
short of chapters 14-16 of the Gospel, where we might have 
expected Origen to have had much more to say about the 
Holy Spirit on the basis of the Paraclete passages in those 
chapters. 


Resurrection and Eschatology 


(114) Origen’s doctrine of the resurrection and his es- 
chatological views were two of the points on which he was 
later attacked and pronounced heretical. The attack on 
the former concerned specifically his views on the resurrec- 
tion of the flesh.” There is no extensive treatment of the 
subject in the Commentary. What Origen says on the subject 
here falls into three categories. (1) The resurrection of 
Lazarus, (2) Jesus’ own Resurrection, and (3) the general 
resurrection and judgment. 


(115) Origen treats the resurrection of Lazarus” in 
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Book 28.7-71. He begins with the literal meaning of the 
verses, and discusses first, how Martha’s unbelief hindered 
the removal of the stone from the tomb.”’ After this, he 
takes up the problems of where Lazarus’ soul had been 
prior to its restoration to his body, and how Jesus knew that 
it had been restored so that he could thank the Father for 
having heard his request even before Lazarus came forth 
from the tomb.” 

(116) Origen turns to the anagogical sense of the resur- 
rection of Lazarus at 28.49 and takes it to refer to the 
restoration of those who have sinned after baptism. Jesus 
wants these people, he says, who have been restored to life 
by his prayer to come forth from the tomb and to be re- 
leased from the bonds with which they have been bound.” 
Origen makes no comments on the general resurrection in 
his discussion of Lazarus. 

(117) The Commentary ends before reaching the chapters 
that deal with the Resurrection of Jesus in the Gospel of 
John. Nevertheless, there are a few passages, such as John 
2.18-22, which afford him the opportunity to discuss the 
Resurrection of Jesus. While other issues are more impor- 
tant to the discussion of this passage, he does assume a liter- 
al resurrection of Jesus “which followed from his Passion on 
the cross.” “As far as the literal meaning is concerned,” it 
was “after the Lord was raised from the dead that the disci- 
ples understood that the things said about the temple refer 
to his Passion and Resurrection, and they recalled that the 
saying, ‘In three days I will raise it up’ indicated the Resur- 
rection.” 

(118) In discussing the plot of the Sanhedrin against 
Jesus Origen asserts, again at the literal level, “No less did 
they not permit him [to live], but God raised him up and 
permitted him [to live].”” In other passages, it is important 
to Origen that it is God who raised Jesus. He uses this in one 
instance to refute the Gnostic claim that the creator God 
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was different from the Father of Jesus. He quotes Acts 5.30, 
“The God of our fathers raised Jesus, whom you killed by 
hanging him on a tree,” and argues that the apostles knew 
“that Jesus had been raised from the dead by no other God 
than the God of the Fathers.””” A little later he discusses the 
relationship between God and Jesus in the Resurrection in 
an argument against the Monarchians. There he asserts that 
they bring together 1 Corinthians 15.15, which asserts that 
God raised Christ, and John 2.19, where Christ says of the 
temple, “Iwill raise it up,” to prove that the Father and Son 
do not differ in number, but are the same in essence and 
substance, and differ only in aspects. Origen asserts that to 
answer this error he must quote texts which definitely estab- 
lish that “the Son is other than the Father.” He does not, 
in fact, quote such texts here, but does state “emphatically” 
that “the Father... has raised the Christ from the dead.” 
(119) There is more material on the subject of the gener- 
al resurrection in the Commentary, but no clear and consis- 
tent concept emerges. Origen admits, more or less, that he 
is not clear on this subject in his own mind. “The mystery of 
the resurrection,” he says, “is great, and difficult for many of 
us to understand.”*° He knows that Jesus taught “many 
things about resurrection and judgment,” and he thinks 
that the Resurrection of Christ “contains the mystery of the 
resurrection of the whole body of Christ.” Like Paul, he 
speaks of the “newness of life” which follows baptism as res- 
urrection, but also, like Paul, he anticipates a future resur- 
rection.” “There both has been a resurrection,” he says, 
“and will be a resurrection, if indeed we were buried with 
Christ and arose with him.”” Following 1 Corinthians 
13.10, he asserts that “we will be given the perfection of 
faith in the great resurrection from the dead of the whole 
body of Jesus, his holy Church.” Further, in an argument 
reminiscent of Irenaeus’ dictum, that Christ became what 
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we are that he might make us what he is,” and in close de- 
pendence on Paul’s words in 2 Corinthians 4.10, Origen 
says that Christ “came down to our mortality, that when he 
died to sin, we, by bearing about in the body the mortifica- 
tion of Jesus, might be able to receive in due order his life 
forever and ever after our mortality. For those who always 
bear Jesus’ death about in their bodies will also have the life 
of Jesus manifested in their bodies.” 

(120) There is little more than a faint echo of the primi- 
tive Christian eschatological views in the Commentary. Ori- 
gen alludes to Jesus’ teachings about resurrection, judg- 
ment, and the age to come,™ but in a slightly earlier 
passage, wonders “if indeed there is a present age and an- 
other to come.” He certainly did not hold the view of two 
ages as it appears in the primitive eschatology. In reflecting 
on the sin against the Holy Spirit which “has forgiveness 
neither in this age nor in the one to come,’” he concludes 
that if “there is no forgiveness in the coming age, neither is 
there any in the ages which come after it as well.” 

(121) In a similar manner, Origen uses the primitive 
Christian concept of the second coming of Christ, and sug- 
gests that “before the second and more divine sojourn of 
Christ” either “John or Elias will be made manifest” to pre- 
sent testimony concerning life, the Word, and wisdom. We 
are left to wonder, however, whether he intended anything 
like what the early Christians meant by this concept, when 
he goes on immediately to suggest that “we need to investi- 
gate if the testimony of John can serve as a forerunner for 
each of the aspects of the Christ.” 

(122) It is the doctrine of &noKataotaotc, or the restora- 
tion of all rational beings to their initial state of contemplat- 
ing God, however, that lies behind all of Origen’s eschato- 


302. Haer. 5, Praef. 

303. 1.227, FOTC 80.79. 

304. 20.311—-12. 

305. 19.87. 

306. 19.88. 

307. 2.229, FOTC 80.156-57; cf. 2.224, FOTC 80.155. 


58 INTRODUCTION 


logical statements.*® His biblical support for this doctrine is 
1 Corinthians 15.25—-28, where Christ’s work is presented as 
the subordination of all of God’s enemies, including death, 
until God, finally, is all in all. In discussing the meaning of 
the word “beginning” in relation to a life of justice, Origen 
asserts that “its stopping point and goal is in the so-called 
restoration because no one is left as an enemy then. .. . For 
at that time those who have come to God because of the 
Word which is with him will have the contemplation of God 
as their only activity.” 

(123) It is this process of restoration which is implicit in 
Origen’s allusions to not one age, but many ages following 
the present one in the Commentary, for he assumed that the 
restoration would take many ages. This is also the basis for 
his question concerning the guest at the wedding banquet 
without the proper wedding garment. When he is bound 
and cast into outer darkness, will he “continue always to be 
bound and in outer darkness,” since it does not specify “for 
the age,’ or ‘for the ages’” or will he “be released some- 
time”??” Since the biblical text says nothing about his future 
release, Origen chooses not to speculate.” What he under- 
stood the answer to be, however, is apparent in his assertion, 
based on the language of the Apocalypse, that “at the end of 
time an angel flying in mid-air with the gospel will proclaim 
good news to every nation, since the good Father has not 
completely forsaken those who have fallen away from 
him.” ? Or, again, in his statement that “God’s help . . . does 
not give up even the worst men as hopeless.” 

(124) Like Francis Thompson’s relentless Hound of 
Heaven, “.. . with unhurrying chase, and unperturbed 
pace,”'* God’s gracious, “excessive love for man,” will con- 
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tinue to pursue each soul down the ages with chastisement, 
scourging, or whatever is appropriate, for his ways are many, 
until all are brought back to God.*” This, of course, is a 
form of universalism, which was one of the points on which 
Origen was attacked. What was most problematical for his 
contemporary and later detractors was that this doctrine of 
the restoration of all rational beings to God appears to in- 
clude the devil also." 


Doctrine of the Devil 


(125) The text of John’s Gospel offered Origen many op- 
portunities to address the subject of the devil.*” There is, 
perhaps, more on this subject in the Commentary than in any 
of his other works. I shall not attempt to follow every trail of 
Origen’s teachings about the devil in the Commentary, but 
shall stay on the main road and concentrate on what he says 
about the essence of the devil, and what he says that may 
throw some light on the charge that he believed that the 
devil would be among those finally saved. 

(126) The following Old Testament and apocryphal texts 
were important to Origen’s understanding of the devil,” 
and, as we shall see, references to at least portions of all of 
them appear in the Commentary: Isaias 14.12—-20, Job 40.19, 
Wisdom 1.13—14, and Ezekiel 28.109. 

(127) There is only a brief allusion to the Isaias passage 
in the Commentary, when “Lucifer, who rises early,” is said 
to have fallen “from heaven.’”" This allusion is significant, 
nonetheless, because it locates the devil originally in heaven 
among the immaterial rational beings created by God, and 
also announces his fall from this state of existence. The sig- 
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nificance of his fall from heaven is brought out a little later 

by the interpretation of the fall and consequent material 

creation by means of Job 40.19. Origen considers Job 40.19 

to express the meaning of the creation more clearly than 
Genesis 1.1. 


I think what is meant is stated more clearly in Job in the statement, 
“This is the beginning of the Lord’s creation, made to be mocked 
by his angels.” For someone might suppose that “heaven and 
earth” were made “in the beginning” of those things that hap- 
pened to exist in the genesis of the world. But it is better to say... 
that of those many beings which have come into existence with 
bodies, the first of those with bodies was that called a dragon, and 
named also perhaps “the great sea-monster” which the Lord sub- 
dued. And we must raise the question if, while the saints contin- 
ued to live a completely immaterial and bodiless life in blessed- 
ness, he who is called a dragon deserved to be bound to matter 
and a body before all others because he fell from the pure life, so 
that this is why the Lord should say .. . “This is the beginning of 
the work of the Lord, made to be mocked by his angels.”*”° 


What Origen is alluding to here in the words of Isaias 14.12 
and Job 40.19 is his view that it was the devil who was the 
first rational being to turn away from the contemplation of 
God, and consequently, was the first to be bound to a body 
because of this fall, and became “the beginning of the work 
of the Lord,” that is, the work of the creation of the material 
realm. 

(128) In a later passage, which plays between the Genesis 
story of the fall of Adam and Eve and this more abstract 
view of the origin of the created order and the evil in it, he 
asserts, in relation to John 8.44, that the devil “will correctly 
be called a murderer, not because he killed some particular 
individual, but because he killed the whole race.”™ The 
Genesis story, especially as interpreted by Paul in 1 Corinthi- 
ans 15.22, lies behind this statement, but Origen is not 
thinking of a temptation and fall of man that occurs on the 
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physical earth. It is a murder of “the whole race” that occurs 
prior to the material creation, for he next asks if everything 
which exists on “the cursed earth” can be attributed to this 
murder by the devil, and apart from this would not exist.” 
He does not answer that question directly, but it is apparent 
that this is his view. He then takes the argument a step fur- 
ther and gives the devil a motive for his murder by combin- 
ing Wisdom 1.14 with Job 40.19. “But he was a murderer 
from the beginning of the present things, and, I think, after 
he had become the “beginning of what the Lord fashioned,’ 
he envied those who were created ‘that they might have 
being.’ In this way ‘death entered the world by means of 
envy.’”*?° 

(129) Why should the devil have envied those “who were 
created ‘that they might have being’”? Origen hints at an 
answer in an earlier book of the Commentary. In interpreting 
John 1.3, “without him nothing was made,” he notes that 
some have thought that “the devil is not a creation of God.” 
Origen replies that “insofar as he is the devil, he is not a cre- 
ation of God, but to the extent that it falls to the devil ‘to 
be,’ being made, since there is no creator except our God, 
he is a creation of God.” He illustrates what he means by the 
example of a murderer whom one would not say is a cre- 
ation of God insofar as he is a murderer, but insofar as he is 
a man, was made by God.™ In a later discussion he states 
that it was the devil’s own free choice that made him evil. In 
discussing John 8.44, “You are of your father the devil,” Ori- 
gen notes that some take that verse to mean that the devil 
has a father, that is, they read, “You are of the father of the 
devil.” He rejects this view and asserts, “Some father did not 
cause evil to subsist in him,” that is, he is not evil because he 
inherited or was made with an evil essence, but “it was the 
act of turning away from God that engendered it.”*” 

(130) After establishing that the devil has his being from 
God, but not his evil nature, Origen then suggests the possi- 
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bility that some may deprive themselves of being. “All... 
who share in ‘being’—and the saints share in it—would 
properly be called ‘those who are.’ But those who have turned 
away from sharing in ‘being’ have, by having deprived them- 
selves of ‘being,’ become ‘those who are not. ™® “Not 
being” is the equivalent of evil in Origen’s thought. “Now 
we said before that ‘not being’ and ‘nothing’ are synonyms, 
and for this reason those ‘who are not’ are ‘nothing,’ and all 
evil is ‘nothing,’ since it too is ‘not being.’ And evil, which is 
called ‘nothing’ has been made without the Word, not 
being included in the ‘all things.’”’’ Origen has here freed 
God of the responsibility of creating evil and evil beings. He 
has also provided a reason for the devil to have “envied 
those who were created ‘that they might have being,’” for he 
was the first who “turned away from sharing in ‘being’ and, 
consequently, became the first of “those ‘who are not.’” 
(131) Origen takes up a similar theme later in discussing 
the antichrist, who, he says, is the lie, and whose father is 
the devil.** He notes that some may take offense at his asser- 
tion that the antichrist zs a lie, since that would make a lie 
his substance and relieve him of guilt because he would be 
capable of nothing other than lying. Origen solves this 
problem by appealing to Ezekiel 28.19, the fourth of the 
Scriptures we mentioned above. “If one compares with this 
what is said in Ezechiel about one who, because of evil, has 
changed so he has become destruction, “You have become 
destruction, and you shall not exist forever,’ he will support 
in the same way the possibility that someone may be of the 
lie, not by his substance from creation, but having become 
such and having been endowed with such a nature, if I may 
use a novel expression, by change and his own choice.” 
(132) Although this text is about the antichrist, and not 
about the devil, nevertheless, the recognition that a being’s 
substance can be altered by its own choice of evil shows, 
again, how Origen must have conceived of the devil’s es- 
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sence to have undergone a change as a result of his own 
choice, and consequently, why he would have “envied those 
who were created ‘that they might have being.’” 

(133) This objection, which Origen says someone might 
have to his assertion that the antichrist is a lie because this 
would relieve him of guilt, is very similar to the objection 
that he himself raises against Heracleon’s view of the devil. 
Heracleon had asserted that the reason Jesus says some 
could not hear his word was that they were “of the essence 
of the devil.’”” Origen maintains that it is clear that Hera- 
cleon means “that some men are of the same essence as the 
devil, being of a different essence than those whom they call 
psychics or pneumatics.” This, Origen thinks, necessitates 
that Heracleon assumes that “the essence of the devil is an- 
other essence over and above the essence of other rational 
creatures.” Origen responds with an emphatic denial of 
this view. “Now we have frequently said that if this impossi- 
bility be allowed (I mean that the devil is of a different 
essence, and is incapable of experiencing better things), we 
will construct a defense for him that removes him from all 
responsibility for his wickedness, and will lay the blame on 
the one who invested him with being and created him, 
which is the most absurd thing conceivable.” God, there- 
fore, in Origen’s perception of Heracleon’s view, is responsi- 
ble for the wickedness of the devil, because he made him 
such, and the devil himself “is unfortunate rather than 
blameworthy.” 

(134) Origen will not permit, therefore, the view that the 
devil is of a different essence from the other rational beings 
by creation, which is what he understood Heracleon to hold. 
Origen’s own view, on the basis of what we have already dis- 
cussed, is that the devil does indeed have a different essence 
from that of other rational beings. He was endowed with 
this different essence, however, not by God in creation, but 
by his own choice. The significance of the distinction for Ori- 
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gen is that on Heracleon’s view, God is responsible for the 
wickedness of the devil, but in his own view the devil himself 
is responsible. 

(135) The question of the restoration of the devil to his 
original state in the immaterial heavenly realm arises in Ori- 
gen’s discussion of the words in John 13.3, “the Father had 
given all things into his hands.” Origen joins the “all” who 
“will be made alive in Christ” in 1 Corinthians 15.22 with 
the “all things” given into Christ’s hands in John 13.3, and 
interprets the latter in light of the entirety of 1 Corinthians 
15.22-27. This passage, as we noted above,” is the biblical 
basis for Origen’s doctrine of the restoration of all things to 
their original state. He asserts that Jesus’ enemies are also a 
part of the “all things” which are given into his hands.” 

(136) The fact that Jesus’ enemies are included in the 
“all” who shall be made alive in Christ does not, however, 
confound “the justice of God . . . nor the fact that each is 
treated as he deserves.” This, Origen thinks, is brought out 
by the addition of the words, “but each in his own order,” in 
1 Corinthians 15.23. He thinks these different orders of 
those “who will be made alive in Christ” are indicated in the 
words, “‘Christ the first fruits, then those who are Christ’s in 
his coming, then the end.’”** The end, he asserts on the 
basis of 1 Corinthians 15.24, will be present after Christ has 
destroyed “every principality and every authority and 
power.” Origen understands these principalities and powers 
to be the hostile spiritual powers with which we must wrestle 
in this life.*” 

(137) After he has established that all hostile powers will 
be finally subjected to Christ, he turns explicitly to the ques- 
tion of the devil. “But if all things have been subjected, ... 
then he too, of whom it is written, ‘he exalted himself be- 
fore the Lord almighty,’ will belong to those things subject- 
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ed to him, having been conquered, so that he yields to the 
Word, is subjected to the image of God, and becomes 
Christ’s footstool.” 

(138) The conclusion that Origen included the devil 
among those who would be restored is unavoidable on the 
basis of this text, though Origen would probably not have 
approved of this way of stating it. Given his argument 
above*™' concerning the distinction between the devil as a 
being created by God, and the devil as wicked on the basis 
of his own choice, he may have argued that insofar as he is 
the devil, he is destroyed, as are also all the other evil pow- 
ers, but insofar as he has being, that being, properly 
changed through ages of disciplinary chastisement in which 
he is “treated as he deserves,”*” will finally be restored to its 
original state.** 
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COMMENTARY ON 
THE GOSPEL OF JOHN 
BOOKS 13, 19, 20, 28, 
AND 32 


BOOK THIRTEEN 


=IERHAPS IT MIGHT seem to you, most pious and rev- 
erent Ambrose, that the account concerning the 

Z| Samaritan woman ought not to have been broken 
off so that part of it is in the twelfth volume and the rest in 
the thirteenth. 

(2) But when we saw that the twelfth volume of our expla- 
nations had reached a suitable stopping point, we thought it 
good to stop at the Samaritan woman’s account of the well 
that she mentions—how Jacob gave it, and how he himself 
and his sons and his livestock drank from it'—that we might 
begin the thirteenth volume with our Lord’s answer to her. 


Jesus answered and said to her, Everyone who drinks of 
this water will thirst again; but whoever drinks of the 
water that I shall give him, it will become in him a 
fountain of water springing up into eternal life. 


(John 4.13-14) 


“Ask and You Shall Receive” 


(3) This is Jesus’ second answer to the Samaritan woman. 
Earlier he said, “If you knew the gift of God and who he is 
who says to you, Give me a drink, you would have asked him 
and he would have given you living water.” And now, as if to 
urge her to ask for the living water, he speaks these words. 

(4) The Samaritan woman did not respond to his first an- 
swer, but raised a question concerning the comparison of 
the waters. After the Lord’s second answer however, when 
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she has accepted what he said, she replies, “Give me this 
water.” 

(5) It may, perhaps be a dogma of some kind that no one 
receives a divine gift who does not request it.* The Father, 
indeed, through the Psalm, urges the Savior himself to ask 
that it may be given to him, as the Son himself teaches us 
when he says, “The Lord said to me, You are my son, ask 
from me and I will give you the Gentiles as your inheritance 
and the ends of the earth as your possession.” And the Sav- 
ior says, “Ask and it will be given to you,” “for everyone who 
asks receives.” 

(6) When, however, the Samaritan woman hears about 
the comparison of the two waters, she is persuaded to ask 
Jesus for water,’ being, as we said before, a representation of 
the opinion of the heterodox who busy themselves concern- 
ing the divine Scriptures. 

(7) And consider, on the basis of her experiences, how 
she was not refreshed nor relieved of thirst, although she 
drank from the well that she supposed to be deep. 


The Meanings of “To Thirst” and “To Hunger” 


(8) Let us see, then, what is meant by the saying, “Every- 
one who drinks of this water will thirst again.” Now it is pos- 
sible for the words “to thirst” and “to hunger” to have two 
meanings in the literal sense. One is related to our need for 
food when we have wasted away and yearn for it because the 
liquid in us is failing. The other is related to the fact that 
those who are poor and in need of provisions frequently say 
that they are hungry or thirsty, although they have eaten to 
the full. 

(9) There is proof of the first meaning in Exodus. When 
they had been without food, “on the nineteenth day in the 
second month after they came out of the land of Egypt, all 
the congregation of the children of Israel murmured 
against Moses and Aaron. And the children of Israel said to 


3. Jn 4.15. 4. Cf. Mt 7.7. 
5. Cf. Ps 2.7-8. 6. Mt 7.7. 
7. Mt 7.8. 8. Cf. Jn 4.15. 
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them, Would that we had died, smitten by the Lord in the 
land of Egypt, when we sat over flesh pots and ate bread to 
the full, because you brought us out into this desert to de- 
stroy this whole congregation by famine. And the Lord said 
to Moses, Behold I am going to rain bread from heaven for 
you, and the people shall go out and gather a day’s supply 
daily, that I may test them, whether they will walk in my law 
or not.” l 

(10) For these are’ their words when they hunger and 
lack the necessary food. But also when they. lacked water 
and thirsted, they murmured against Moses, “What are we 
going to drink?”" It was at this time that “Moses cried to the 
Lord and the Lord showed him a tree, and he threw it into 
the water and the water was sweetened.”” 

(11) And a little later it is written that when he came into 
Raphidim, “the people there thirsted for water, and the peo- 
ple there murmured against Moses.” 

(12) Now, there will appear to be an example of the sec- 
ond meaning in Paul, when he says, “Even to this hour we 
hunger, thirst and are naked.” The first hungering and 
thirsting, therefore, comes of necessity to sound bodies; but 
the second befalls those who have suffered. 

(13) One must also investigate, therefore, what is meant 
by “will thirst” in the statement, “Everyone who drinks of 
this water will thirst again.” 

First, as in the case of physical thirst or even . . .” perhaps 
what is meant is that even if one be filled for the present, 
immediately after the drink has been swallowed, the one 
who drinks will experience the same sensation, that is, he 
will thirst again having returned to the same condition he 
was in at the beginning. 

(14) Therefore, he adds the statement, “But whoever 
drinks of the water that I shall give him, it will become in 


g. Cf. Ex 16.1-4. 

10. Accepting Brooke’s emendation. 

11. Ex 15.24. 12. Ex 15.25. 
13. Cf. Ex 17.3. 14. 1 Cor 4.11. 


15. Preuschen thinks some words have been lost here. Brooke deletes 
“or even” as dittography. 
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him a fountain of water springing up into eternal life.” And 
who will be able to thirst when he has a fountain in himself? 


The Water That Christ Gives 


(15) What is meant in the first place, however, would be 
something like this: He who partakes, he says, of the [sup- 
posed] profundity of doctrines, even if he is satisfied for a 
little while and accepts the ideas that are drawn out and that 
he thinks he has discovered to be most profound, will, how- 
ever, when he has reconsidered them, raise new questions 
about these ideas with which he was [once] satisfied [since] 
what he thought was profound cannot provide a clear and 
distinct apprehension of the things investigated. 

(16) Wherefore, even if someone should be convinced by 
what is said and agree, he will find later, nevertheless, that 
he has the same deficiency that he had before he learned 
these things. But I have teaching that is such that it be- 
comes a fountain of living water in the one who has received 
what I have declared. And he who has received of my water 
will receive so great a benefit that a fountain capable of dis- 
covering everything that is investigated will gush forth with- 
in him. The waters will leap upward; his understanding will 
spring up and fly as swiftly as possible in accordance with 
this briskly flowing water, the springing and leaping itself 
carrying him to that higher life which is eternal. 

(17) He says that eternal life is the [goal],’’ as it were, of 
the water that springs up, as indeed Solomon says, when he 
talks about the bridegroom in the Song of Songs, “Behold 
he has come leaping upon the mountains, skipping upon 
the hills.”” 

(18) For, as there, the bridegroom leaps upon souls that 
are more noble-natured and divine, called mountains, and 
skips upon the inferior ones called hills, so here the foun- 


16. Adyos. 

17. Accepting the conjecture of Klostermann and Corsini with Blanc. 
There is a lacuna in the text. Cf. Jn 4.14. 

18. Song 2.8. Cf. Origen, Cant. 3.11, where he uses Jn 4.14 in one of 
the interpretations he offers of this verse. 
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tain that appears in the one who drinks of the water that 
Jesus gives leaps into eternal life. 

(19) And after eternal life, perhaps it will also leap into 
the Father who is beyond eternal life. For Christ is life;'? but 
he who is greater than Christ is greater than life.” 

(20) When the promise to the one who is blessed because 
he hungers and thirsts for righteousness is fulfilled, then he 
who drinks of the water that Jesus will give will have the 
fountain of water that leaps into eternal life arise within 
him. 

(21) For the Word says, “Blessed are those who hunger 
and thirst for righteousness because they shall be filled.” 

(22) And perhaps, since one will need to hunger and 
thirst for righteousness before he is filled, one must create a 
hungering and thirsting in order to be filled, that we may 
say, “As the hart longs for the fountains of water, so my soul 
longs for you, O God. My soul has thirsted for the strong, 
living God. When shall I come and appear before the face of 
God?”” 

(23) In order that we may thirst, then, it is good to drink 
first of the fountain of Jacob, not calling it a well like the 
Samaritan woman. The Savior, at least, does not even now 
say that the water is from a well as he replies to her state- 
ment, but says simply, “Everyone who drinks of this water 
will thirst again.” 

(24) But if indeed there were not something useful that 
resulted from drinking from the fountain, Jesus would not 
have sat upon the fountain, nor would he have said to the 
Samaritan woman, “Give me a drink.”” 

(25) One must observe, therefore, that the water was 
promised to the Samaritan woman when she asked, as if 
Jesus would supply it from no other source than the foun- 
tain, since he says to her, “Go, call your husband and come 
here.” 


10. Cf. Jn 11.25; 14.6. 20. Cf. Jn 14.28. 
21. Mt 5.6. 22. Cf. Ps 41.2-3. 


23. Jn 4.7. 24. Jn 4.16. 
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The Difference between the Water of the Scriptures 
and the Water That Jesus Gives 


(26) But we shall take note, furthermore, of whether it is 
possible that the difference between the benefit to those 
who would associate with and be with the truth itself, and 
the benefit we are thought to derive from the Scriptures, 
even if they be accurately understood, is revealed by the fact 
that the one who drinks from the fountain of Jacob thirsts 
again, but the one who drinks of the water that Jesus gives 
possesses a fountain of water within himself which leaps into 
eternal life. 

(27) For indeed, Scripture has not contained some of the 
more lordly and more divine aspects of the mysteries of 
God, nor indeed has the human voice and the human 
tongue contained some, as far as the common understand- 
ings of the meanings are concerned. “For there are also 
many other things that Jesus did, which if they were each 
written, I suppose not even the world itself would contain 
the books that would be written.”” 

(28) John is forbidden to write when he is about to 
record all that the seven thunders said.” Paul, too, says that 
he has heard words that cannot be spoken.” These were not 
words that were not permitted to be spoken by anyone, for 
angels were permitted to speak them, but not men, “for all 
things are permitted, but not all things are beneficial.” 

(29) And he says that “it is not permitted to man to 
speak” those things that he had heard, “words that cannot 
be spoken.”* 

(30) Now I think that all of the Scriptures, even when 
perceived very accurately, are only very elementary rudi- 
ments of and very brief introductions to all knowledge. 

(31) Consider, therefore, if the fountain of Jacob, from 
which Jacob once drank but now no longer drinks, and 
from which his sons also drank but now have a better drink 


25. Cf. Jn 21.25. 26. Cf. Rv 10.4. 
27. Cf. 2 Cor 12.4. 28. Cf. 1 Cor 6.12. 
29. Cf. 2 Cor 12.4. 
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than that, and from which their livestock too have drunk, 
can mean all Scripture. The water of Jesus, however, is that 
which is “beyond that which is written.”” 

(32) Now all are not permitted to examine the things 
that are “beyond that which is written.” Unless one has be- 
come like them, he may be reproved and hear the word, 
“Seek not the things that are too high for you, and search 
not into things beyond your ability. ”?? 

(33) But if we say that some know that which is beyond 
what is written, we do not mean that these things can be 
known to the majority. They are known to John who hears 
what kind of words were those of the thunders but is not 
permitted to write them.” He understands things but does 
not write them in order to spare the world, because he 
thought that not even the world itself could contain the 
books that could be written.” 

(34) The “words that cannot be spoken”? which Paul has 
learned are also “beyond that which is written,” if indeed 
men have spoken the things that have been written. And the 
things “that eye has not seen” are beyond the things that are 
written, and the things “that ear has not heard” cannot be 
written.” 

(95) The things, too, that have not entered the heart of 
man are greater than the fountain of Jacob.” These things 
are made manifest from the fountain of water leaping into 
eternal life to those who no longer have the heart of man, 
but who are able to say, “But we have the mind of Christ,” 
“that we may know the things that are given to us by God, 
which things also we speak, not in the learned words of 
human wisdom, but in words learned of the Spirit.”” 

(36) And consider if one can call human wisdom not 
false teachings, but the elementary aspects of the truth, and 


30. 1 Cor 4.6. 31. 1 Cor 4.6. 
32. Cf. Sir 9.21. 93. Cf. Rv 10.4. 
34. Cf. Jn 21.25. 35. 2 Cor 12.4. 
36. 1 Cor 4.6. 37. Cf. 1 Cor 2.9. 
38. Cf. 1 Cor 2.9. 39. 1 Cor 2.16. 


40. 1 Cor 2.12-13. 
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the things that apply to those who are still men. The things 
that are learned of the Spirit, on the other hand, are per- 
haps the fountain of water that leaps into eternal life. 

(37) The Scriptures, therefore, are introductions, called 
the fountain of Jacob. Once they have now been accurately 
understood, one must go up from them to Jesus, that he 
may freely give us the fountain of water that leaps into eter- 
nal life. 

(38) But everyone does not draw water from Jacob’s 
fountain in the same way. For if Jacob and his sons and his 
livestock drank from it,’ and the Samaritan woman too 
comes to it and draws water when she thirsts, perhaps in- 
deed Jacob, with his sons, drank in one way with full knowl- 
edge, and his cattle drank in another, both more simply and 
more beast-like, and the Samaritan woman drank in yet an- 
other way than Jacob, his sons and his livestock. 

(39) For some who are wise in the Scriptures drink as 
Jacob and his sons. But others who are simpler and more in- 
nocent, the so-called “sheep of Christ,” drink as Jacob’s 
livestock, and others, misunderstanding the Scriptures and 
maintaining certain irreverent things on the pretext that 
they have apprehended the Scriptures, drink as the Samari- 
tan woman drank before she believed in Jesus. 


The woman says to him, Lord, give me this water that I 
may not thirst nor come here to draw. (John 4.15) 


The Samaritan Woman Receives the Lrving Water 
(40) This is now the second time the Samaritan woman 
calls the Savior “Lord.” The first time is when she says, 
“Lord, you have nothing with which to draw and the well is 
deep,”"* when she also inquires whence he has the living 
water, and if he might be greater than Jacob, whom she sup- 
poses to be her father. And now she also calls him “Lord” 


cane 4.12. 42. Cf. Jn 10.26. 
43. Jn 4.11. 
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when she asks for some of the water that becomes a spring 
of water leaping into eternal life in the one who drinks it.“ 

(41) And indeed it is clear that the statement, “You 
would ask him and he would give you living water,”® is true, 
because when she said, “Give me this water,” she received 
the living water, that she might no longer be at a loss when 
she thirsted, nor come to the fountain of Jacob to draw 
water. She could now, apart from Jacob’s water, contemplate 
the truth in a manner that is angelic and beyond man. For 
the angels have no need of Jacob’s fountain that they may 
drink. Each angel has in himself a fountain of water leaping 
into eternal life,“ which has come into existence and been 
revealed by the Word himself and by Wisdom herself. 

(42) It is not possible, however, for one who has not been 
engaged very diligently in coming to Jacob’s fountain and 
drawing water from it because of his thirst to receive the 
water that the Word gives, which is different from the water 
from Jacob’s fountain.” Consequently, in this respect, most 
people have a great deficiency in exercising themselves, as it 
were, for a long time in drawing from the fountain of Jacob. 


He says to her, Go, call your husband and come here. 
The woman answered and said, I have no husband. 


(John 4.16—-17) 


The Husbands of the Samaritan Woman 


(43) We also said above that the law that rules the soul, 
to which each one has subjected himself, is the husband. 


44. Cf. Jn 4.14. 45. Jn 4.10. 

46. Jn 4.14. 

47. This statement may reflect a Platonic influence. In Cels. 6.3, Celsus 
says that “Plato the son of Ariston points out the truth about the highest 
good in one of his epistles [Ep. 7.341C] when he says that the highest 
good cannot at all be expressed in words, but comes to us by long familiarity 
[emphasis mine] and suddenly like a light in the soul kindled by a leaping 
spark.” Origen responds: “When we hear this, we also agree that this is well 
said” (trans. Chadwick, 317). Cf. Origen, hom. in Ex. 7.8 (FOTC 71.313), 
and H. Koch, 85, 87-88. 
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But now we shall also cite as evidence for this the Apostle’s 
testimony from the Epistle to the Romans when he says, “Do 
you not know, brothers (for I speak to those who know the 
law), that the law has dominion over a man as long as he 
lives?” Who, in fact, lives? 

(44) The law, if we take the use of the term “law” in this 
clause in common with its use in the following clause.* Ac- 
cordingly, he immediately says, “For the married woman is 
bound to the law, her husband, while he lives,” as if “her 
husband while he lives” meant, “Whoever is a husband is 
law.” 

(45) Then he says again, “But if her husband die, she is 
released from the law, the husband,” as if the wife has been 
released from law when he dies, and she no longer performs 
the duties of a wife as to a husband. 

(46) Then he says, “Therefore, she will be called an adul- 
teress if she be with another man while her husband lives; 
but if her husband should die, she is free from the law, so 
that she is not an adulteress if she be with another man.”” 

(47) Now, the law according to the letter has died, and 
the soul is not an adulteress when it is with another hus- 
band, that is, with the law according to the Spirit. But when 
the husband has died to the wife, perhaps the wife might 
also be said to have died to the husband, as we consequently 
understand the statement, “In the same way, my brothers, 
you also were put to death to the law through the body of 
Christ, that you might belong to another, who was raised 
from the dead that we might bring forth fruit to God.””” 


48. Rom 7.1. There is no expressed subject for the verb “lives” in the 
Greek text of Rom 7.1. This allows Origen to treat it as though “the law” 
were the subject of “lives” as well as the subject of “has dominion over.” 

4g. For this technical meaning of the phrase ġnò Koivod AquPaverv, 
see LSJ, VI.4 under xkowóç. Origen is comparing Rom 7.1b and 7.2a. 
Diodore of Tarsus asks the same question of Rom 7.1 and gives the same 
answer: “Who lives? The law.” K. Staab, Pauluskommentare aus der griechis- 
chen Kirche (Aschendorff Muenster, 1933), 86. 

50. Rom 7.2. Origen’s comments show that he read voua, law, as if it 
were in apposition to &võpi, husband. 

51. Rom 7.2. Here again, Origen appears to read vóuov, law, and av— 
5p0c, husband, as if they were in apposition. 

52. Rom 7.3. 53- Rom 7.4. 
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(48) If, then, the husband is to be identified as the law, 
and the Samaritan woman has a husband because she has 
subordinated herself to some law on the basis of a misun- 
derstanding of the sound teachings, a law by which each of 
the heterodox wishes to live, herein the divine Word wishes 
the heterodox soul to be exposed when she introduces the 
law that rules her, that, having despised herself as not be- 
longing to a legitimate husband, she might seek another 
husband. He wants her to belong to another, to the Word 
who will be raised from the dead, who is not overthrown, 
nor will he perish, but he remains forever’ and rules and 
subordinates all his enemies,” for “Christ, having been 
raised from the dead, dies no more, death no longer has do- 
minion over him. For in that he died, he died to sin once; 
but in that he lives, he lives to God,” being at his right 
hand” until all his enemies have been made his footstool.” 

(49) And what more fitting place for the supposed hus- 
band of the Samaritan woman to be exposed by Jesus as not 
her husband than at the fountain of Jacob, if the woman 
had not on her own denied her husband? For this reason 
Jesus says to her, “Go, call your husband and come here.” 

(50) And because she already had, as it were, something 
of the water that leaps into eternal life” since she had said, 
“Give me this water,” and he does not le who had 
promised previously, “You would ask him and he would give 
you living water,” the woman answered, “I have no hus- 
band,” having condemned herself on the basis of her associ- 
ation with such a husband. 


54. Cf. Is 40.8; 1 Pt 1.25. 
55. Cf. Ps 8.7; Eph 1.22. 
56. Rom 6.9-10. 

57. Cf. Heb 10.12. 

58. Cf. Ps 109.1. 

59. Cf. Jn 4.14. 

6o. Jn 4.15. 

61. Jn 4.10. 
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Jesus says to her, Well did you say, I have no husband, 
for you have had five husbands, and he whom you 
now have is not your husband; this you have said truly. 
(John 4.17-18) 

(51) I think that every soul that is introduced to the 
Christian religion through the Scriptures and begins with 
sense-perceptible things called bodily things,” has five hus- 
bands. There is a husband related to each of the senses. But 
after the soul has consorted with the matters perceived by 
the senses and later wishes to rise above them, urged on to 
things perceived by the spirit, she may then encounter un- 
sound teaching based on allegorical and spiritual meanings. 
She then approaches another husband after the five hus- 
bands, having given a bill of divorce to the former five, as it 
were, and having decided to live with this sixth. 


Jesus’ Reproof 

(52) And we will stay with that husband until Jesus comes 
and makes us aware of the character of such a husband. But 
after the Word of the Lord has come and conversed with us, 
we deny that husband and say, “I have no husband.”” At this 
time the Lord also commends us and says, “Well did you say, 
I have no husband.” 

(53) But the statement, “This you have said truly,” is a re- 
proof, as it were, as though her former statements were not 
true. Perhaps the statement, “Jews have no dealings with 
Samaritans,” was not true. 

(54) Jesus himself, at least, as we have said previously, has 
dealings with Samaritans so that he may benefit them also. 

(55) And neither is this statement true: “You have noth- 
ing with which to draw and the well is deep.”” 

(56) And perhaps this statement is not true, either: 
“Jacob and his sons and his livestock drank from the well.” 


62. cwuatiıkðv. This is the term Origen uses of the literal sense of 
Scripture. 

63. Jn 4.17. 64. Jn 4.9. 

65. Jn 4.11. 66. Cf. Jn 4.12. 
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For if Jacob and his sons and his livestock did not drink in 
like manner with the Samaritan woman, but the Samaritan 
thinks that she has drunk something that is the equivalent 
in every way to what Jacob and his sons and livestock drank, 
it is clear she is lying.” 


Heracleon’s Interpretation 


(57) Let us also see what Heracleon says on these passages. He 
says that the [fountain and]® the life and glory pertaining to it was in- 
sipid, temporary, and deficient, for it was physical. And he thinks he 
produces proof that it was physical from the fact that Jacob’s cattle 
drank from it.® 

(58) Now we would not object, if he took the knowledge that is 
in part” to be insipid, temporary, and deficient, or that which is from 
the Scriptures in comparison with the words that cannot be spo- 
ken, that “it is not permitted to man to speak,”” [or] all the pre- 
sent knowledge that is “through a mirror and a riddle” and is set 
aside when that which is perfect comes. But he would be culpable 
if he does this to slander the ancient words. 

(59) He is not wrong, however, when he says that the water that 
the Savior gives is of his spirit and power. 

(60) And he has explained the statement, “But he shall not 
thirst forever,”” as follows with these very words: For the life he gives 
is eternal and never perishes, as, indeed, does the first life which comes from 
the well; the life he gives remains. For the grace and the gift of our Savior is 


67. Cf. above, 13.38-39. 

68. My addition. Origen’s text is obscure here. He uses only the femi- 
nine demonstrative pronoun (éKetvnv), which could conceivably be con- 
strued with “life.” C. Blanc (SC 222.63) so construes it, rendering it “cette 
vie.” E. Pagels (Johannine Gospel, 86) takes it to refer to the Samaritan 
woman and renders it “her life.” Origen uses only the feminine personal 
pronoun when he says “Jacob’s cattle drank from 7.” Here it seems clear 
that he means the fountain (anyn) of Jacob. It seems to me that all the 
feminine pronouns in the words he takes from Heracleon here have refer- 
ence to the same thing, and the last one seems to me to refer rather clear- 
ly to the fountain of Jacob. Origen has earlier identified the fountain of 
Jacob with the Scriptures (13.30-31) and interprets Heracleon’s words as 
if he too understood the fountain of Jacob in that way. If Pagel’s interpre- 
tation is correct, it means that Origen has misunderstood Heracleon. 

69. Cf. Jn 4.12. 70. Cf. 1 Cor 13.9. 

71. 2 Cor 12.4. 72. Cf. 1 Cor 13.12. 

73. Cf. Jn 4.14. 
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not to be taken away, nor is it consumed, nor does it perish, when one par- 
takes of it. 

(61) He would be correct when he grants that the first life perishes 
if he meant that life which is according to the letter, when it seeks 
and discovers the life according to the Spirit by the removal of the 
veil. But, if he is accusing the ancient words of passing out of exis- 
tence all together, it is clear that he does this because he does not 
perceive that those good words contain the shadow of future 
things. 

(62) Now his interpretation of the “leaping water” is not un- 
convincing. He takes it to refer to those who partake of that which is 
richly supplied to them from above and who themselves cause what is sup- 
plied to them to gush out for the eternal life of others. 

(63) But he also praises the Samaritan woman because she demon- 
strated a faith that was unhesitating and appropriate to her nature, when 
she had no doubt about what he said to her.” 

(64) We too would agree, then, if he were admitting that she 
had free choice and not hinting that her nature was more excel- 
lent. But if he is referring the cause of her consent to her natural 
state, as something not present in all people, his argument must 
be refuted. 

(65) And I do not know how Heracleon, by taking note of what 
has not been written, says on the statement, “Give me this water,”” 
that, therefore, when the Samaritan woman had been pricked a little by 
his word, she hated henceforth even the place of the so-called living water. 

(66) And furthermore, on the saying, “Give me this water that I 
may not thirst nor come here to draw,”” he says that the woman says 
this to show that the water is burdensome, hard to procure, and lacks nour- 
ishment. From what source can he demonstrate that Jacob’s water 
lacks nourishment? 

(67) And further, in reference to the clause, “He says to her,”” 
Heracleon says that zt is clear that he is saying something like this: If you 
wish to receive this water, go call your husband. Now he thinks that the 
one the Savior calls the Samaritan woman’s husband is her pleroma, and 
that by coming to the Savior with him she might be able to acquire power, 
unity, and union with her pleroma from him. For Heracleon says that he 
did not ask her to summon a physical husband, since indeed he would not 
have been ignorant of the fact that she did not have a lawful husband. 


74. Cf. Jn 4.14. 75. See FOTC 80.25-26. 
76. Jn 4.15. 77. Jn 4.15. 
78. Cf. Jn 4.16. 
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(68) But here he clearly distorts the text when he says that the 
Savior said to her, “Call your husband and come here,”” meaning her con- 
sort from the pleroma. For if this were so, he would have to explain® 
in what manner she must summon her husband that she might 
come to the Savior with him. 

(69) But since, as Heracleon says, she was ignorant of her own hus- 
band at the spiritual level, and at the literal level she was ashamed to say 
that she had an adulterer, and not a husband, will he not issue a vain 
command who says, “Go, call your husband and come here”?! 

(70) Then, on the statement, “You have said truly that you do 
not have a husband,” Heracleon says that these words were spoken be- 
cause the Samaritan woman did not have a husband in the world, for her 
husband was in the aeon. 

(71) We have read: “You have had five husbands,” but in Hera- 
cleon we have found: You have had six husbands. 

(72) And he takes the six husbands to mean all material evil. 
These were the husbands with whom the Samantan woman was united 
and with whom she associated contrary to reason, committing fornication, 
being insulted, rejected, and forsaken by them. 

(73) But we must reply that if the spiritual [nature] committed 
fornication, the spiritual [nature] sinned. And if the spiritual [na- 
ture] sinned, the spiritual [nature] was not a good tree. For ac- 
cording to the Gospel, “A good tree cannot bear evil fruit.”” 

(74) It is clear that the making of fables is their undoing. But if 
it is impossible for a good tree to bear evil fruit, and the Samaritan 
woman was a good tree because she happened to be spiritual, it is 
fitting to say to him that either her fornication was not sin or she 
did not commit fornication. 


The woman says to him, Lord, I see that you are a 
prophet. Our fathers worshipped on this mountain, and 
you say in Jerusalem is the place to worship. 

(John 4.19—-20) 

(75) A third time now the Samaritan woman calls our 
Savior “Lord” when it is related that she made this last state- 
ment to him. She does not yet think, however, that he is 


79. Cf. Jn 4.16. 
80. Brooke’s reading. Preuschen marks a lacuna. 


81. Jn 4.16. 82. Cf. Mt 7.18. 
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greater than the prophets, or that he is the one of whom the 
prophets spoke; but only that he is a prophet. 

(76) For once her five former husbands were exposed, 
along with the one who appeared to be her husband after 
she had forsaken the five, the heterodox view of those con- 
tinually busy about the Scriptures but incapable of perceiv- 
ing what the reproving Word from the beginning is, says 
that he is a prophet, as if he were someone divine and in 
possession of something higher than what is common to 
man, but not so great as he was. For this reason she says, “I 
see that you are a prophet,” as though she had opened her 
eyes and thought it occurred in her vision. 


The Samaritans and the Jews 

(77) On the statement, “Our fathers” and what follows,” 
one must understand the disagreement between the Samari- 
tans and the Jews over the place they considered holy. For 
the Samaritans worship God on the mountain called Gariz- 
im, because they consider it to be holy. Moses refers to this 
mountain in Deuteronomy when he says, “And Moses com- 
manded the people in that day saying, These shall stand on 
Mount Garizim to bless the people, when you have crossed 
the Jordan: Simeon, Levi, Juda, Issachar, Joseph, and Ben- 
Jamin: and these shall stand on mount Hebel to curse: 
Ruben, Gad, and Aser, Zabulon, Dan, and Nephtali.”™ 

(78) Because they think Zion is divine and God’s 
dwelling place, the Jews, on the other hand, think it has 
been chosen by the Father of all. For this reason they say 
Solomon built the temple on Zion, and all the Levitical and 
priestly service is performed there. 

(79) As a consequence of these assumptions, each nation 
has considered its fathers to have worshipped God, but one 
on this mountain and one on the other. 

(80) Even to the present day, if Samaritans and Jews 
agree to a discussion with one another, each will then ob- 
ject, and the Samaritan will make the speech to the Jew that 


83. Cf. Jn 4.20. 84. Dt 27.11-13. 
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is recorded of the woman here, “Our fathers worshipped on 
this mountain,” pointing to Garizim, “but you say in 
Jerusalem is the place to worship.” 

(81) But, since the Jews represent those who think sound 
thoughts (for salvation is from them),” but the Samaritans 
represent the heterodox, consequently the Samaritans deity 
Garizim, which means “separation” or “division.” This sep- 
aration and division of the ten tribes which were severed 
from the remaining two occurred in the time of Jeroboam 
according to the historical account. Jeroboam’s name 
means “judgment of the people.”” The Jews, on the other 
hand, deify Zion which means “watchtower.” But someone 
is likely to ask why the blessings in Moses occur on Garizim. 

(82) But one must also say on this subject that since the 
word Garizim means “separation” or “division,” one must 
take “separation” to refer to the time when the people were 
divided by Jeroboam and the king dwelt in Samaria. And we 
must take “division” to refer to the blessing, since the wise 
apply division in an orderly manner to each argument, a 
procedure necessary to understand the truth. 

(83) In as much, then, as the hour mentioned by the 
Lord has not yet come when they worship the Father nei- 
ther on this mountain nor in Jerusalem,” one must flee the 
mountain of the Samaritans and worship God on Zion 
where Jerusalem lies. Christ calls this Jerusalem the city of 
the great king.” 

(84) And what else would the city of the great king, the 
true Jerusalem, be than the Church that is built of living 
stones? This is the place of the holy priesthood, the place 
where spiritual sacrifices are offered to God by people who 
are spiritual and who have understood the spiritual law.” 

(85) But when the fullness of time is imminent,” when 
one is no longer in the flesh but is in the Spirit, and every- 
one is no longer still in the type but is in truth, then one 


85. Cf. Jn 4.22. 86. Cf. Lagarde OS 18.24. 
87. Cf. Lagarde OS 192.19; 169.64. 88. Cf. Lagarde OS 198.3. 
8g. Cf. Jn 4.21. go. Cf. Mt 5.35. 


g1. Cf. 1 Pt 2.5; Rom 7.14. 92. Cf. Gal 4.4. 
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must no longer bring true worship and perfect piety to 
Jerusalem to be offered. Such a person has been prepared 
so that he is like those whom God seeks to worship him. 


“The Hour Is Coming” 


(86) Twice it is written, “The hour is coming.”” The first 
time “and now is” is not added, but the second time the 
Evangelist says, “But the hour is coming and now is.” 

(87) And I, at least, think the first means the incorporeal 
worship that will begin at the time of perfection. The sec- 
ond, however, means, I think, the worship of those being 
perfected in this life so far as it is possible for human nature 
to progress. 

(88) It is possible, therefore, to worship the Father in 
spirit and in truth not only when “the hour comes” but also 
“now is,” even if we are considered to be in Jerusalem be- 
cause of those who have only reached this point. 

(89) When, therefore, “the hour is coming and now is” 
is written, it is no longer said, “neither in this mountain nor 
in Jerusalem will you worship the Father,””’ as it is said 
where “the hour is coming” has been written without the 
words “now is.” 

(go) Still, however, when the Samaritan speaks these 
words, she holds a false opinion similar to the one ex- 
pressed about the esteemed well. For in that case she asks, 
“Are you greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the well 
and drank from it himself, along with his children and his 
livestock?’ And here she says, “Our fathers worshipped on 
this mountain.” 


Heracleon: The Cause of the Samaritan Woman's Fornication 


(91) Now Heracleon comments on these words, that the Samari- 
tan woman responded properly to what Jesus said to her. For, he says, only 
a prophet knows everything. This is false in either case, for indeed the 
angels are able to know such things, and the prophet does not 


93. Cf. Jn 4.21 and 23. 94. Jn 4.23. 
95. Cf. Jn 4.23. 96. Jn 4.23. 
97. Jn 4.21. 98. Cf. Jn 4.12. 
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know everything, “for we know in part and we prophesy in part,” 
whether we prophesy or know. 

(92) And next Heracleon praises the Samaritan woman be- 
cause she acted in a manner appropriate to her nature, and neither denied 
nor explicitly acknowledged her shame. He says that after she was persuad- 
ed that Jesus was a prophet she questioned him, at the same time revealing 
the cause of her fornication. She had been ignorant of God and had neglect- 
ed the service of God and everything essential for her related to life. In addi- 
tion, he says, she had a lowly position’ in life, for otherwise she would not 
have come to the well that was outside the city. 

(93) I do not know how he thought the cause of her fornica- 
tion was revealed, or how her ignorance [of God] was the cause of 
her transgressions and neglect of service to God. He seems to have 
invented these things at random without any plausible argument. 

(94) In addition he says that because she wants to learn how, by wor- 
shipping God in a pleasing manner, she might be delivered from her forni- 
cation, she says, “Our fathers worshipped on this mountain,” etc. What he 
says is very easy to refute. For what is the source of his knowledge 
that she wishes to learn in what way, having become pleasing to 
God, she might be delivered from her fornication? 


Jesus says to her, Believe me, woman, the hour is coming 
when neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem will you 
worship the Father. (John 4.21) 


Heracleon’s Understanding of the Mountain 


(95) Once Heracleon has seemed to have made a very plausible 
observation on these words, that is, that in the case of her former 
words she was not given the command, “Believe me, woman,” but now is, 
he then makes his plausible observation turbid by saying that the 
mountain means the devil or his world since, he says, the devil was one 
part of the whole material order. The world, however, is the whole mountain 
of evil, a deserted dwelling of beasts, which the Gentiles and all who preced- 
ed the law used to worship. Jerusalem, he thinks, is the creation or the cre- 
ator, which the Jews used to worship. 

(96) But he also gave “mountain” a second meaning. He took it 


gg. 1 Cor 13.9. 
100. Accepting Wendland’s suggestion to read taneivův in place of 


cel tv, which Preuschen marks as corrupt. 
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to be the creation which the Gentiles used to worship,™ and Jerusalem to 
be the creator whom the Jews served. 

(97) You, therefore, he says, as if addressing the spiritual, well wor- 
ship neither the creation nor the creator, but the Father of truth. And he in- 
cludes the Samantan woman with these, Heracleon says, because he 
thinks she is already faithful and numbered with those who worship accord- 
ing to truth.’ 


The Worship of the Perfect 


(98) We, on the other hand, understand the phrase, “nei- 
ther on this mountain,” to mean the piety expressed by the 
heterodox in their fantasy of Gnostic and supposedly lofty 
doctrines. And we take the words, “Nor will you worship the 
Father in Jerusalem,” to refer to the Church’s rule of faith’” 
so far as most people are concerned. The one who is perfect 
and holy will go beyond even this as he worships the Father 
in a way that is more contemplative, clearer, and more di- 
vine. 

(99) For just as the angels (as even the Jews would agree) 
do not worship the Father in Jerusalem because they wor- 
ship the Father in a better way than those in Jerusalem, so 
those who can already be like the angels’ in their attitude 
will not worship the Father in Jerusalem but in a better way 
than those in Jerusalem, even if, because of those in 
Jerusalem, they accommodate themselves to those in 
Jerusalem by becoming Jews to the Jews that they may gain 
Jews.’® But let me understand Jerusalem as we explained 
previously and likewise also the Jews. 

(100) When, however, someone worships neither on this 
mountain nor in Jerusalem, once the hour has come he 
worships the Father boldly because he has become a son. 
Therefore it is not said, “neither in Jerusalem will you wor- 
ship God,” but “neither in Jerusalem will you worship the 
Father.” 


101. Cf. Rom 1.25. 
102. Cf. Jn 4.23. 
103. KaVOVa. 

104. Cf. Lk 20.36. 
105. Cf. 1 Cor 9.20. 
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You worship what you do not know; but we 
worship what we know, because salvation is from 
the Jews. (John 4.22) 


The Meaning of “You” 


(101) The “you,” taken literally, means the Samaritans, 
but in the anagogical sense it means those who are heterdox 
concerning the Scriptures. And the “we,” according to the 
letter means the Jews, but taken allegorically means I, the 
Word, and those formed in accordance with me, who have 
salvation from Jewish words. For the mystery now revealed 
has been revealed both through the prophetic Scriptures 
and the appearance of our Lord Jesus Christ.’ 


(102) But see if Heracleon did not take the word “you” in a way 
that is peculiar and contrary to the natural sequence of the words, 
and interpret the “you” to mean “the Jews [and the] Gentiles.” 

(103) Now, can it be said to the Samaritan woman, “You Jews,” 
or to a Samaritan woman, “You Gentiles”? The heterodox, howev- 
er, do not know what they worship because it is something they 
have made up, and not truth; it is a myth and [not] a mystery. But 
he who worships the Creator, especially in accordance with the in- 
ward Jew’ and the spiritual Jewish words, worships what he knows. 

(104) It is too much now to quote the words of Heracleon that 
are taken from the book entitled “The Preaching of Peter,” and to 
take a stand about those words. We would also have to examine 
that little book to see if it is genuine at all, or spurious, or a mix- 
ture. Consequently, we intentionally put this off, noting only that 
Heracleon cites the following words as though they were Peter’s 
teaching: We must not worship as the Gentiles do, for they accept material 
things and serve wood and stones, nor must we worship God as the Jews 
do, since they too, although they think that they alone know God, are igno- 
rant of him, and serve angels, the month, and the moon. 


(105) We must ask, however, in our concern for the 
truth, how this bodily form of worship arose among the 
Jews, for it is clear that it was ordained that they offer sacri- 
fices to the Creator of the universe. 


106. Cf. 2 Tm 1.10. 107. Cf. Rom 2.29. 
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(106) On the other hand, it is worth noting what has 
been written in the Acts of the Apostles: “But God turned 
away and gave them up to serve the host of heaven.”* And 
since the Savior declares in a straightforward manner that 
“salvation is from the Jews,” I do not understand how the 
heterodox deny the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the 
fathers of the Jews. 

(107) In addition, if the Savior fulfills the law,” and cer- 
tain things occur in the Lord’s sojourn so that what was writ- 
ten in the prophets might be fulfilled, is it not clear how 
“salvation” comes “from the Jews”? 

(108) For Jews and Gentiles have the same God “since it 
is one God who justifies the circumcision by faith and the 
uncircumcision through faith.” For we do not abolish the 
law through faith. To the contrary, we establish it through 
faith. 


But the hour is coming and now is when the true 
worshippers will worship the Father in spirit and truth. 


(John 4.23) 


The True Worshippers of God 


(109) Those who do not profess to worship the Father at 
all must not be counted among the worshippers of God. But 
[if], of the total number who profess to worship the Creator, 
there are some who are no longer in flesh but in spirit, be- 
cause they walk in the spirit and do not fulfill the desire of 
the flesh,’ and there are others who are not in spirit but in 
flesh and wage war according to the flesh, then one must 
say that those who worship the Father in spirit and not in 
flesh, in truth and not in types, are the true worshippers, 
and that those who do not so worship are not true worship- 
pers. 

(110) Now the person who is enslaved to the letter that 
kills! and has not partaken of the spirit that makes alive, 


108. Acts 7.42. 109. Cf. Mt 5.17. 
110. Cf. Rom 3.30. 111. Cf. Gal 5.16. 
112. Cf. 2 Cor 10.3. 113. 2 Cor 3.6. 
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and who does not follow the spiritual meanings of the law 
would be the one who is not a true worshipper and does not 
worship the Father in spirit. Whenever this same person 
thinks he has completely attained his goal, because he be- 
longs totally to the typological and literal level of under- 
standing, he then worships God in type and not in truth. 
For this reason he cannot be called a true worshipper. 

(111) [But] perhaps it has been recorded at some time 
or other with good reason that even the true worshipper 
who worships in spirit and truth performs certain symbolic 
acts so that, by acting in a most accommodating manner, he 
might free those who are enslaved to the symbol and bring 
them to the truth that the symbols represent. Paul appears 
to have done this in the case of Timothy, and perhaps also 
in Cenchria and Jerusalem, as it is written in the Acts of the 
Apostles." 

(112) One must also observe that the true worshippers 
worship the Father in spirit and truth not only in the com- 
ing hour but also in the present. But those who worship in 
spirit, since they worship as they have received, worship at 
present in the pledge of the Spirit. But when they shall 
receive the Spirit in his fullness, they will worship the Father 
in spirit. 

(113) Now, if the one who sees through a mirror'” does 
not see the truth, as those skillful with mirrors demonstrate 
with their reflected images, and Paul and his companions 
now see through a mirror, it is clear that [if] he worships 
God as he sees, then he also worships God through a mirror. 
But whenever the hour that is to begin after the present 
hour comes, then worship will be in truth which is contem- 
plated “face to face” and no longer through a mirror."” 


(114) Heracleon thinks, however, that the expression “we wor- 
ship”? means the one who is in the aeon and those who have come with 
him, for these, he says, have known whom they worship, because they wor- 
ship in truth. 


114. Cf. Acts 16.9; 18.18-22. 115. Cf. 2 Cor 5.5. 
116. Accepting Brooke’s text. 117. Cf. 1 Cor 13.12. 
118. Cf. 1 Cor 13.12. 119. Jn 4.22. 
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(115) He also asserts that the statement, “Because salvation is of the 
Jews, ”™ (but not among them, for he did not find pleasure in all of them) 
was made because he was born in Judea and because salvation and the 
Word proceeded from that nation into the world. Furthermore, at the 
spiritual level of understanding, he explains that salvation has come 
about from the Jews since he considers them to be images of those in the 
Pleroma. 

(116) But he, and those who agree with him, must show how 
each member of the cult is an image of those in the Pleroma, if in- 
deed this is what they truly think and not merely what they say. 

(117) In addition, when Heracleon explains the saying that 
“God is worshipped in spirit and in truth,” he says that the former 
worshippers, worshipping in a fleshly and erroneous manner, worshipped 
him who was not the Father. Consequently, in his opinion, all who have 
worshipped the Creator have erred. 

(118) And Heracleon adds that they were serving the creature and 
not the true Creator, who is Christ, since indeed, “all things were made 
through him, and without him nothing was made. ”'™ 


For the Father also seeks such to worship him. 
(John 4.23) 
(119) If the Father seeks those whom he prepares to be 
true worshippers by purifying them and instructing them in 


the word and in sound teachings, he seeks them through 
the Son who came to seek and save the lost.” 


(120) Heracleon says, however, that that which belongs to the Fa- 
ther has been lost in deep erroneous matter and is being sought so that the 
Father may be worshipped by his own. 

(121) If he were referring to the story about the lost sheep and 
the son who fell away from his father’s ways, we too would accept 
his explanation. 


120. Jn 4.22. 

121. Cf. Jn 1.9. Cf. Origen’s citation of Heracleon’s understanding of 
Jn 1.3 in Jo. 2.100-104, and my note 135 there (FOTC 80.120-122). 
“Who is Christ” must be Origen’s comment. Heracleon, in the passage re- 
ferred to in Book 2, identifies the true Creator to be the Logos, who used 
the Creator of the OT, considered to be an inferior being, as his agent in 
the creation. 

122. Cf. Lk 19.10; Ez 34.16. 
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(122) But since those who share his view fashion myths and 
present nothing I can make out with clarity about the lost spiritual 
nature, and teach us nothing clear about the times and aeons be- 
fore its loss (for they are not even able to explain their own story), 
we will intentionally disregard them, since we have raised so great 
a problem. 


God is spirit and those who worship him must worship 
in spirit and in truth. (John 4.24) 


God’s Essence 


(123) Many have produced lengthy discussions of God 
and his essence. Some have even said that he has a bodily 
nature which is composed of fine particles and is like ether. 
Others have said that he is incorporeal and is of a different 
essence which transcends bodies in dignity and power. For 
this reason it is worthwhile for us to see if we have resources 
from the divine Scriptures to say something about God’s 
essence. 

(124) In this passage it is stated as if his essence were spir- 
it, for it says, “God is spirit.”” But in the law, it is stated as if 
his essence were fire, for it is written, “Our God is a consum- 
ing fire.” In John, however, it is stated as if he were light, 
for John says, “God is light, and there is no darkness in 
him.” 

(125) If, then, we should listen to these words literally, 
making no inquiry beyond the letter, we would have to say 


123. In paragraphs 123-30 Origen is polemicizing generally against 
the Stoics, and those in the Church, such as Tertullian (Prax. 7) who held 
a Stoic view of God. This is quite explicit in his similar arguments in Cels. 
6.70—71 and 1.21. Cf. also princ. 1.1.1—9. The Stoics spoke of God as ether 
(Cicero, N.D. I.14-15), and also as fire (Eusebius, p.e. 15.16, quoting Por- 
phyry). They had taken the concept of ether from Aristotle, his fifth ele- 
ment which was the divine element, and used it for the celestial fire (See 
A. A. Long and D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers I |Cambridge: Uni- 
versity Press, 1987], 286-87). 

124. Heb 12.29; cf. Dt 4.24. 

125.1 Jn 1.5. Cf. the discussion in princ. 1.1.1-4 where these same 
Scriptures are cited. 
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that God is a body. Now, most people are incapable of know- 
ing what absurd things we encounter when we say this, for 
few have had an understanding concerning the nature of 
bodies, and especially of bodies fitted out by reason and 
providence. And yet they assert as a general definition that 
the body that provides has the same essence as those that 
have been provided. The body that provides is perfect, but 
nevertheless it resembles that which has been provided. 
Those who wish God to be a body accept the absurd conclu- 
sions that present themselves to their argument because 
they are incapable of opposing those arguments that reason 
clearly presents. 

(126) But I make the following remarks as a refutation of 
those who say there is a fifth nature of bodies in addition to 
the [four] elements.!”° 

(127) If every material body has a nature that is without 
quality’”’ in its characteristic disposition, and is mutable and 
subject to variation and change in general, and contains 
whatever qualities the Creator may wish to bestow on it, God 
too, if he is material, must be mutable and subject to varia- 
tion and change. 

(128) Those who hold this view are not ashamed to say 
that since God is a body he is also subject to corruption, but 
they say his body 1s spiritual and like ether, especially in the 
reasoning capacity of his soul. Furthermore, they say that al- 
though God is subject to corruption he is not corrupted, be- 
cause no one exists who might corrupt him. 

(129) But because we do not see the consequences if we 
attribute a body to God when we say, even on the basis of 
Scripture, that he is some such body as spirit, or consuming 
fire, or light,’® unless we accept the conclusions that neces- 


126. Cf. Origen, princ. 3.6.6; Cels. 4.60; Cicero, Academica 1.7.26. The 
reference is to the doctrine, probably found in Aristotle’s lost work On Phi- 
losophy, that there was a fifth element, namely ether, from which the vovc 
(mind) was composed in common with the stars, etc., which were also con- 
sidered to be divine. See Prestige, God, 17. 

127. It was a rather common doctrine in Greek philosophy that matter 
was without quality. See Clement, str. 5.14.89.5-6; Albinus, Epitome 8.2; 
Plotinus, Enneads 2.4.8. 

128. Cf. Heb 12.9; 1 Jn 1.5. 
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sarily follow these assertions, we will disgrace ourselves as 
foolish and contradicting the obvious. For every fire is sub- 
ject to extinction because it needs fuel, and every spirit, 
even if we take the spirit to be simple, because it is a body, 
admits of change to what is coarser in its own nature. 

(130) In these matters, then, we must either accept so 
many absurd and blasphemous things about God in preserv- 
ing the literal meanings, or, as we also do in many other 
cases, examine and inquire what can be meant when it is 
said that God is spirit, or fire, or light.” 

(131) First we must say that just as when we find it written 
that God has eyes, eyelids, ears, hands, arms, feet, and even 
wings,” we change what is written into an allegory, despis- 
ing those who bestow on God a form resembling men, and 
we do this with good reason, so also must we act consistently 
with our practice in the case of the names mentioned above. 
Now, this is clear indeed from the following assertion that 
seems more drastic to us. “For God is light,”!*' according to 
John, “and there is no darkness in him.” 


How God Is Light 


(132) Let us consider, as intelligently as we are able, how 
we should consider God to be light. The term light is used 
with two meanings, one literal and the other spiritual. The 
latter is apprehended by the intellect and is invisible, as the 
Scriptures would say. The Greeks would refer to it as incor- 
poreal. 

(133) The statement, “There was light for all the chil- 
dren of Israel wherever they dwelt,”’” is an acknowledged 
example of the literal meaning for those who accept the his- 
torical narrative. There is an example of the intellectual and 
spiritual meaning in one of the twelve prophets. “Sow for 


129. Cf. Heb 12.9; 1 Jn 1.5. 

130. Eyes: cf. Ps 5.6, 31.8, 34.16; ears: cf. Jas 5.4, Ps 115.2; hands: cf. Ex 
15.6, Dt 33.3, Ps 37.3; arms: cf. Dt 11.2, 3 Kgs 8.42 (Vulg.); Ps 70.18; feet: 
cf. Mt 5.35, Acts 7.49; wings: cf. Ps 15.8, 25.8, 90.4. Cf. Origen sel. in Gen. 
25; PG 12.93A-B. 

191. Cf. 1 Jn 1.5. 132. Ex 10.23. 
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yourselves in justice, gather in the fruit of life, enlighten 
yourselves with the light of knowledge.” 

(134) Now the expression “darkness” too will likewise be 
used to refer to two corresponding concepts. The statement, 
“And God called the light day, and the darkness he called 
night,” is an example of the more common meaning. An 
example of the spiritual meaning occurs in the statement, 
“The people who sat in darkness. . . and in the shadow of 
death, light has dawned on them.”” 

(135) Since these things are so, it is worthwhile to investi- 
gate what we should think about God who is said to be light 
in which there is no darkness.'* For is God a light to enlight- 
en the eyes of the body, or the eyes of the intellect? The 
prophet says of the latter, “Enlighten my eyes lest I sleep in 
death. ”™?” 

(136) I think it is clear to everyone that we would not say 
that God performs the work of the sun and assigns to anoth- 
er the task of enlightening the eyes of those who will not 
sleep in death. God, therefore, enlightens the mind of those 
whom he judges to be worthy of personal enlightenment. 

(137) But if God illuminates the mind according to the 
statement, “The Lord is my light,”” then we must assume 
that he is apprehended by the intellect, and is invisible and 
incorporeal, because he is the light of the mind. Perhaps” 
also [when God is said to be] a consuming fire, the author 
does not suppose that he consumes bodily [material] such 
as wood, grass, and straw.'® 


How God Is Fire 


(138) If, however, [there is spiritual] wood, grass, and 
straw, perhaps when our God is said to be a consuming fire, 


133. Hos 10.12. 

134. Gn 1.5. 

135. Mt 4.16; cf. Is 9.2. (Vulg.); 9.1 (LXX). 

136. Cf. 1 Jn 1.5. 

137. Ps 12.4. 

138. Ps 26.1. 

199. The text of this sentence is corrupt. I have followed Brooke’s re- 
construction. 

140. Cf. 1 Cor 3.12. 
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it refers to the fire that consumes such matter. It is fitting 
indeed for the Lord to destroy such things and to obliterate 
inferior materials. When this happens I think there is suffer- 
ing and distress, but not from any physical punishment, in 
the ruling parts of the soul, for it is there that the building 
worthy of being destroyed exists. 

(139) God, therefore, is referred to as light, transferred 
from literal light into invisible and incorporeal light. He is 
referred to as light because of his power to enlighten spiri- 
tual eyes. Furthermore, he is designated a devouring fire, 
being understood spiritually, from the fire which is literal 
and is destructive of such material. 


How God Is Spirit 


(140) It seems to me that something similar to this is also 
meant by the statement “God is spirit.” For since we are 
made alive by the spirit, so far as ordinary life, and what 
we usually mean by the term life, is concerned, when the 
spirit that is in us draws what is called, in the literal sense, 
the breath of life,” I suppose it has been understood from 
this that God, who brings us to the true life, is called spirit. 
In the Scriptures, the spirit is said to make alive. It is clear 
that this “making alive” refers not to ordinary life, but to 
that which is more divine. For the letter also kills’ and pro- 
duces death, but it is not death in the sense of the separa- 
tion of the soul from the body, but death in the sense of the 
separation of the soul from God, and from the Lord him- 
self, and from the Holy Spirit. 

(141) And perhaps [if] we assume that the person who is 
deprived of the divine Spirit becomes earthly,'* but when he 
has made himself fit to receive the divine Spirit and has re- 
ceived it, he will be recreated, and [when he has been re- 
newed] he will be saved, we will also understand the spirit 
better in this way in the following statements. “You will take 


141. Cf. Heb 12.29. 142. Cf. Gn 2.7; 2 Cor 3.6. 
143. Cf. Gn 2.7. 144. Cf. 2 Cor 3.6. 
145. Cf. 2 Cor 3.6. 146. Cf. 1 Cor 15.47-49. 
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away their spirit and they will fail,”*’ and, “You will send 
forth your Spirit and they will be created, and you will renew 
the face of the earth.” 

(142) Now, it would be the same also if we take the state- 
ment, “He breathed into his face the breath of life and man 
became a living soul,” in this way, so that we understand 
the infusion, and the breath of life, and the life of the soul 
in a spiritual sense. 

(143) And we must suppose that the statement, “I will 
dwell in them and walk in them, and I will be their God, and 
they shall be my people,”” has been written because the 
previously mentioned power entrusts itself to the abode in 
the soul, if I may put it this way, once it has found the soul of 
the saint to be a fit dwelling place, as it were. 

(144) We need more training, however, that, having been 
perfected and [having] our senses exercised [in accordance 
with] what the Apostle says, we might become capable of 
discerning things good and evil,” and true and false, and 
capable of perceiving things that belong to the spiritual 
order, that we may be able more attentively and in a way 
more worthy of God to understand how God is light and fire 
and spirit, so far as this is humanly possible. 

(145) In the Third Book of Kings, the Spirit of the Lord, 
who came to Elias, makes the following suggestions con- 
cerning God: “For he said, You shall go out tomorrow and 
stand before the Lord on the mountain: behold, the Lord 
will pass by and a great and strong wind’ destroying moun- 
tains and crushing rocks before the Lord. The Lord is not in 
the wind (but in others we find: “in the spirit of the Lord”). 
After the wind, an earthquake; the Lord is not in the earth- 
quake. And after the earthquake, a fire; the Lord is not in 
the fire, and after the fire, the sound of a gentle breeze.”™ 
Perhaps, indeed, these words reveal how many must experi- 


147. Ps 103.29. 148. Ps 103.30. 
149. Gn 2.7. 

150. Cf. 2 Cor 6.16; Lv 26.12; Ez 37.27. 

151. Cf. Heb 5.14. 

152. nveĝua, which means wind, as well as spirit. 


153. Cf. 3 Kgs 19.11-12. 
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ence the fire of the direct apprehension of the Lord. This 
would not be the right time to explain these matters. 

(146) But who could more properly speak to us about 
who God is than the Son? “For no one has known the Father 
except the Son.” We too aspire to know how God is spirit 
as the Son reveals it, and to worship God in the spirit that 
gives life and not in the letter that kills. We want to honor 
God in truth and no longer in types, shadows, and exam- 
ples,’ even as the angels do not serve God in examples and 
the shadow of heavenly realities, but in realities that belong 
to the spiritual and heavenly order, having a high priest of 
the order of Melchisedech” as leader of the saving worship 
for those who need both the mystical and secret contempla- 
tion. | 


(147) On the statement, “God is spirit,” Heracleon comments 
‘For his divine nature is undefiled, and pure, and invisible. ” 

(148) I doubt, however, that these words come from Heracleon 
since he says in addition how God is spirit when he intends to ex- 
plain the statement, “those who worship must worship in spirit and 
in truth.” His words are: “/This statement is] worthy of one who ts wor- 
shipped in a spiritual manner, and not in a fleshly manner. For those who 
are of the same nature with the Father are themselves also spirit, and wor- 
ship in truth and not in error, as also the Apostle teaches when he says that 
such worship is rational service. ”'* 

(149) But let us consider if it is not exceedingly impious to say 
that those who worship God in spirit are of the same substance 
with his unbegotten and all-blessed nature. Heracleon himself said 
previously that those natures had fallen away when he said the Saman- 
tan woman, who is of a spiritual nature, had committed fornication. 

(150) Now they do not see that everything [which is of the 
same substance is]'* also capable of the same things. And if the 
spiritual nature, which is of the same substance [with the divine 
nature], was capable of committing fornication, it is dangerous 


154. Cf. Mt 11.27. 155. Cf. 2 Cor 3.6. 

156. Cf. Heb 8.5. 157. Cf. Heb 5.6; Ps 109.4. 

158. Cf. Rom 12.1. 

159. Following Preuschen’s reconstruction. There is a lacuna in the 
text, and part of the text that is present seems to be corrupt. 
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even to imagine [how many]'” unholy, godless, and impious things 
follow for the doctrine of God so far as they are concerned. 


The Pre-eminence of the Father 


(151) But we are obedient to the Savior who says, “The 
Father who sent me is greater than I,” and who, for this 
reason, did not permit himself to accept the title “good™® 
when it was offered to him, although it was perfectly legiti- 
mate and true. Instead, he graciously offered it up to the Fa- 
ther, and rebuked the one who wished to praise the Son ex- 
cessively. This is why we say the Savior and the Holy Spirit 
transcend all created beings, not by comparison, but by 
their exceeding pre-eminence. The Father exceeds the Sav- 
ior as much (or even more) as the Savior himself and the 
Holy Spirit exceed the rest. And by “the rest” I do not mean 
ordinary beings, for how great is the praise ascribed to him 
who transcends thrones, dominions, principalities, powers, 
and every name that is named not only in this world but also 
in that which is to come?'* And in addition to these [what 
must we] say also of holy angels, spirits, and just souls? 

(152) But although the Savior transcends in his essence, 
rank, power, divinity (for the Word is living), and wisdom, 
beings that are so great and of such antiquity, nevertheless, 
he is not comparable with the Father in any way. 

(153) For he is an image of the goodness and brightness, 
not of God, but of God’s glory and of his eternal light; and 
he is a vapor, not of the Father, but of his power; and he is a 
pure emanation of God’s almighty glory, and an unspotted 
mirror of his activity.’® It is through this mirror that Paul 
and Peter and their contemporaries see God, because he 
says, “He who has seen me has seen the Father who sent 
me.”!6§ 


161. This is part of the lacuna mentioned in the preceding note. 

162. Cf. Jn 14.28. 163. Cf. Mk 10.18. 

164. Cf. Eph 1.21. 165. Cf. Wis 7.25-26; Heb 1.3. 
166. Cf. Jn 14.9; 12.45. 
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The woman says to him: I know that the Messiah is com- 
ing, who is called the Christ. Whenever he comes, he will 
tell us all things. (John 4.25) 


Jesus Reveals Himself to the Samantan Woman 


(154) It is worthwhile to see how the Samaritan woman 
who accepts only the Pentateuch of Moses expects the com- 
ing of Christ as announced only by the law. The Samaritans 
too probably expected the visitation on the basis of Jacob’s 
blessing on Juda, when he said, “Juda, may your brothers 
praise you; may your hands be upon the back of your ene- 
mies; the sons of your father will worship you.” And after a 
few words he continues, “A ruler shall not fail from Juda, 
and a leader from his thighs, until what is stored up for him 
come, and he shall be the expectation of nations. ”® 

(155) And it is likely also that they have the same hope 
based on Balaam’s prophecies, when he prophecies, “A man 
will come forth of his seed and will rule many nations, and 
the kingdom of Gog will be exalted, and his kingdom will be 
increased. 

(156) “God led him out of Egypt as the glory of a uni- 
corn for himself; nations of his enemies will be devoured, 
and he will deprive them of their strength, and with his mis- 
siles he will strike down the enemy; and he lay down and 
rested as a lion and as a cub. Who will awaken him? Those 
who bless you are blessed, those who curse you are 
cursed.” 

(157) In the following words Balaam himself says again, 
“I will make [him] known to them,'” but not now; I bless 
and he does not approach. A star will appear out of Jacob 


167. Gn 49.8. 

168. Gn 49.10. 

169. Cf. Nm 24.79. 

170. The Hebrew text and the Vulgate both have verbs meaning “I will 
see,” followed by a direct object. The LXX has detEw (“I will show” etc.) fol- 
lowed by the third personal singular pronoun in the dative. Origen follows 
the LXX, except that the dative pronoun is plural. õeikvyu usually is fol- 
lowed by an object in the accusative, and an indirect object in the dative. 
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and a man will arise out of Israel, and he will shatter the 
leaders of Moab, and he will plunder all the sons of Seth. 
And Edom will be his inheritance, and the inheritance of 
Esau will be his enemy, and Israel acted in strength. And he 
will arise out of Jacob and will destroy the one who is pre- 
served of the city.”™ 

(158) You will observe in addition if the Samaritans think 
Moses’ blessing on Juda should also be referred to Christ, 
“Hear, O Lord, the voice of Juda, and may you come to his 
people; both his hands will judge for him, and you will be a 
helper from his enemies.”"” 

(159) And when the Samaritans boast of the patriarch 
Joseph, I wonder whether some of them take both the bless- 
ing of Jacob on Joseph and that of Moses to have reference 
to the coming of Christ. Anyone who wishes can take these 
words from Scripture itself. 

(160) The Savior himself also, because he knew that 
Moses had recorded many words of prophecy about the 
Christ, says to the Jews, “If you believed Moses, you would 
believe me, for he wrote of me.”!” 

(161) One can find, therefore, that most of the things 
recorded in the law refer typically and enigmatically to the 
Christ. I do not at present, however, see any other examples 
that are plainer and clearer than these we have cited. He is 
called “Messias” in Hebrew, however, which the Seventy 
translated as “Christ.” Aquila translated it as “Elimmen.” 

(162) We must also consider the statement, “When he 
comes, he will tell us all things.” Did the Samaritan woman 
say this from tradition or from the law? We must not fail to 
remark, however, that just as Jesus arose from among the 
Jews, not only saying that he was Christ but also demonstrat- 
ing it, so also a certain Dositheos arose from among the 
Samaritans and declared that he himself was the Christ who 
had been prophesied.’ To this day there are Dosithians de- 
rived from him, who bring forward books of Dositheos and 


171. Cf. Nm 24.17—-19. 172. Cf. Dt 33.7. 
173- Jn 5.46. . 
174. Cf. Origen Cels. 1.57; 6.11; hom. in Le. 25; princ. 4.3.2. 
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certain stories about him, describing how he did not taste 
death, but is alive somewhere. But this is enough on the lit- 
eral sense. 

(163) But also the heterodox opinion!” present at Jacob’s 
fountain, which she supposed to be a well,’” refers to this 
word, which she assumes to be more perfect, as Christ, and 
says, “When he comes, he will tell us all things.” And the one 
she awaits and expects, being present with her, says, “I who 
speak to you am he.”!” 


(164) But consider also Heracleon’s assertion. He says that the 
Church received the Christ and was persuaded concerning him that he 
alone understands all things. 


Jesus says to her, I who speak to you am he. 
And at this time his disciples came, and they were 
amazed that he was speaking with a woman. Yet no 

one said, What are you seeking? or, Why are you 
speaking with her? (John 4.26-27) 


(165) We must investigate whether he proclaimed him- 
self as Christ anywhere, and compare the statements with 
one another. We must compare such statements as, “I am 
the one who testifies of myself, and the Father who sent me 
testifies of me,”” with the saying, “If you believed Moses, 
you would believe me, for he wrote of me,”'” and with any 
similar sayings in any of the Gospels. 


“I Am Meek and Lowly in Heart” 


(166) But let us learn from him on the basis of the literal 
meaning. At this level we learn that he is meek and lowly in 
heart,” and does not disdain to speak of such great matters 
with a woman carrying water who goes out of the city be- 
cause of her great poverty and labors to draw water for her- 
self. 


175. Cf. above 13.6. 176. Cf. above 13.7; 4.23. 
177. Jn 4.26. 178. Jn 8.18. 
179. Jn 5.46. 180. Cf. Mt 11.29 
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(167) When the disciples arrive they are amazed, for they 
have previously beheld the greatness of the divinity in him, 
and they marvel that so great a man was speaking with a 
woman. We, however, carried away by pride and arrogance, 
despise those below us, and forget that the words, “Let us 
make man according to our image and according to our 
likeness,” apply to each person. 

(168) And when we fail to remember the one who 
formed man in the womb,'® and formed all men’s hearts in- 
dividually, and understands all their works,’” we do not per- 
ceive that God is a helper of those who are lowly and inferi- 
or, a protector of the weak, a shelterer of those who have 
been given up in despair, and Savior of those who have been 
given up as hopeless.’* 

(169) He also uses this woman as an apostle, as it were, to 
those in the city. His words inflamed the woman to such an 
extent that she left her water jar and went into the city and 
said to the men, “Come, see a man who has told me every- 
thing that I have done. Could this not be the Christ?” 
When “they went out of the city and came to him,” he did 
not fail!” even such a woman, [but] at that time the Word 
revealed himself most clearly, so that the disciples came and 
were amazed that she, too, a mere woman and easily de- 
ceived, was considered worthy of engaging in a conversa- 
tion with the Word. 

(170) But because the disciples believe that the Word 
does all things well, they do not rebuke him nor do they 
question his discussion and conversation with the Samaritan 
woman. 

(171) It may be, too, that it 1s because they were struck 
with amazement at the great goodness of the Word, who 
condescended to a soul that despised Zion and trusted in 
the mountain of Samaria, that it is written, “They were 
amazed that he was speaking with a woman.” 


181. Cf. Gn 1.26. 182. Cf. Jer 1.5. 
183. Cf. Ps 92.15. 184. Cf. Jdt 9.11. 
185. Cf. Jn 4.209. 186. Jn 4.30. 
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(172) But Heracleon says of the statement, “I who speak to you 
am he,” that it was because the Samaritan woman was convinced that 
when the Christ came he would announce all things to her that he says, 
“Know that I who speak to you am he whom you expect.” And when he ac- 
knowledged that he, the expected one, had come, Heracleon says, “The 
disciples,” on whose account he had gone into Samaria “came to him.” 
But how had he gone into Samaria because of the disciples who 
also were with him earlier? 


Therefore the woman left her water jar and went 
into the city and said to the men, Come, see a man who 
has told me everything that I have done. Could this 
not be the Christ? (John 4.28-29) 


The Zeal of the Samantan Women 


(173) I think it was not to no purpose that the Evangelist 
recorded that the woman left her water jar and went into 
the city. At the literal level, then, this shows the tremendous 
eagerness of the Samaritan woman who forsakes her water 
jar and is more concerned for how she may benefit the mul- 
titude than for her more humble duty related to material 
things. For she was very benevolently moved and wished to 
announce the Christ to her fellow-citizens by bearing wit- 
ness to the one who had told her “everything that she had 
done.” 

(174) And she invites them to behold a man whose 
speech is greater than man, for his appearance to the eye 
was human. So must we, too, therefore, forgetting things 
that are more material in nature and leaving them behind, 
be eager to impart to others that benefit of which we have 
been partakers. For, by recording the woman’s commenda- 
tion for those capable of reading with understanding, the 
Evangelist challenges us to this goal. 

(175) We must, however, give attention to the anagogical 
sense. What is the water jar that the Samaritan woman leaves 
behind when she has accepted Jesus’ words in some way? 


189. Cf. Jn 4.27. 
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Perhaps she lays aside the vessel of the water that was hon- 
ored for its depth, that is, the teaching, because she dispar- 
ages those opinions which she formerly held, and has re- 
ceived, in a better vessel than the water jar, some of the 
water that is now already in her as a beginning of that water 
which springs up into eternal life.’” 

(176) For if she had not partaken of this water, how 
would she have benevolently preached Christ to her fellow- 
citizens, amazed at him who told her “everything she had 
done”? [How could she have done this] if she had not par- 
taken of the saving water through [what] she heard? 

(177) Rebecca herself too, however, a maiden beautiful 
to behold, went out with a water jar on her shoulders before 
Abraham’s servant finished speaking within himself.’ Since 
she was not drawing water like the Samaritan woman, she 
went down to the fountain and filled her water jar, and, 
when she came up, Abraham’s servant ran to meet her and 
said, “Give me a little water to drink from your water jar.” 

(178) Because he was Abraham’s servant he was content 
to receive even a little water from Rebecca’s water jar. “And 
Rebecca quickly let down the water jar upon her arm, and 
gave him a drink, until he stopped drinking.” Because, 
then, Rebecca’s water jar was worthy of praise, she did not 
leave it behind, but because that of the Samaritan woman 
was [not], it was left at the sixth hour. 

(179) Here, then, a woman proclaims Christ to the 
Samaritans, and at the end of the Gospels also the woman 
who saw him before all the others tells the apostles of the 
Resurrection of the Savior. 

(180) But neither is this woman thanked by the Samari- 
tans because she has proclaimed the good news of the per- 
fection of their faith (they say, “No longer do we believe be- 
cause of your saying, for we ourselves have heard, and we 
know that this is truly the Savior of the world”), nor is that 
woman entrusted with the first-fruit of the touch of Christ, 

190. Jn 4.14. 191. Cf. Gn 24.12-16. 

192. Gn 24.17. 193. Cf. Gn 24.18-109. 

194. Cf. Jn 20.18. 195. Cf. Jn 4.42. 
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for he says to her, “Do not touch me.” For it was Thomas 
who was to hear, “Put your finger here, and see my hands; 
and bring your hand and put it into my side.”"” 

(181) The Samaritan woman’s relationship with five hus- 
bands, and after them her association with a sixth who was 
not her legitimate husband, was everything that she had 
done.'® She disowned the latter man, left her water jar, and 
reverently rested [on] the Sabbath.’ She obtained benefit 
also for those who, on the basis of her former beliefs, dwelt 
in the same city with herself, that is, in the structure of un- 
sound doctrines. She was also the reason that they came out 
of the city and came to Jesus. 


Jesus Remains with Them for Two Days 


(182) And in the following words the Samaritans ask 
Jesus very deliberately, not that he might remain in the city, 
but “with them,” that is, that he might be in their intel- 
lect." For perhaps he could not remain in their city, since 
they, too, acting properly, came out of the city and came to 
him. 

(183) But we must determine from these words, as the 
Evangelist gives us opportunity, that certain details such as 
these are set forth very precisely for their anagogical mean- 
ings. 

(184) Earlier it was written, “They went out of the city 
and came to him.” And after a few words, “And many of 
the Samaritans of that city believed in him because of the 
word of the woman who testified, He told me everything 
that I have done. When, then, the Samaritans came to him, 
they asked him to remain with them.” 


196. Jn 20.17. 197. Jn 20.27. 

198. Cf. Jn 4.29; 4.16-18. 

199. This seems to be the best way to translate this clause. There is no 
reference to the Sabbath, or to any other specific time in John’s account 
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left her water jar to be an indication that it was the Sabbath, and that she 
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(185) First, then, they came to him from the city, and sec- 
ond, the Samaritans came to him while he was still beside 
Jacob’s fountain (for he does not seem to have moved from 
there), and “they asked him to remain with them.” Now it 
is not recorded after this that he entered the city, but that 
“he remained there two days.” 

(186) Furthermore, in what follows, it is not said, “And 
after two days he departed from the city,” but, “And he de- 
parted from there.” For, so far as the spiritual meaning is 
concerned, the whole dispensation of benefit to the Samari- 
tans occurred beside Jacob’s fountain. 


Heracleon’s Understanding of the Water Jar 


(187) But Heracleon supposes that the water jar is the disposition 
capable of receiving life, and the thought”” of the power that is from the 
Savior. She left it with him, he says, that is, she has such a vessel with the 
Savior, with which she had come to receive the living water, and she re- 
turned to the world to announce the coming of Christ to the elect, for the 
soul is brought to the Savior through the Spirit and by the Spirit. 

(188) But consider if this water jar, which is completely aban- 
doned, can be praised. For John says, “The woman left her water 
jar.” It is not added that she left it with the Savior. 

(189) And is it not also unlikely that when she had left the dispo- 
sition capable of receiving life and the thought of the power that is from the 
Savior, even the vessel with which she had come to receive the living 
water, she went off into the world without these to announce the com- 
ing of Christ ta the elect? 

(190) And how also, after so many arguments, has the spiritual 
nature not been clearly convinced concerning the Christ but says, 
“Could this not be the Christ?” 

(191) Heracleon also interpreted the statement, “And they went 
out of the city, ”™™ as the departure from their former way of life which was 
physical. And, “they came,” he says, “to the Savior through faith.” 

(192) But we must ask him, How does he remain with them for 
two days? For Heracleon has not observed what we stated before- 
hand, that it has [not] been recorded that he remained two days 
in the city. 


204. Jn 4.40. 205. JN 4.40. 
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Meanwhile the disciples asked him saying, 
Rabbi, eat. (John 4.31) 


The Disciples Wish To Nourish the Word 


(193) It was fitting also that the matters concerning food 
were recorded after the explanation concerning the drink 
and the teaching about the difference of the waters. 

(194) The Samaritan woman, therefore, requesting a 
drink through her perplexities, as it were, . . ° but because 
of him who asked. For she was not able to give Jesus a drink 
worthy of himself, although he, when she desired a drink 
after she was asked, wished by this means to benefit her who 
had given him a drink. 

(195) It was fitting now... from the Samaritan woman. 
And the disciples . . . when they had gone off into the city to 
buy food,” either having found suitable food, that is, cer- 
tain suitable teachings, among the heterodox, . . . to him, 
“Eat.” They thought that the time between the woman’s de- 
parture into the city and the Samaritans’ coming to him was 
a suitable time for him to eat. For they did not offer him 
food in the presence of a stranger. Perhaps the Samaritan 
woman would have been annoyed had she seen the disciples 
wanting to offer the teacher food, whether real or assumed, 
from her city. 

(196) But neither would they have suitably said, “Rabbi, 
eat,” in the presence of the Samaritans, since they them- 
selves needed to leave the city. For this reason it is properly 
added, “Meanwhile the disciples asked him saying, ‘Rabbi, 
eat.” 

(197) But it is worthwhile to see why “they asked him,” 
and [did] not [say to him],”” for it would have been [sim- 
pler] to write “Meanwhile the disciples said to him, ‘Rabbi, 
eat.” 

(198) But perhaps also asking, beseeching, and implor- 


2090. The text is defective. 

210. Cf. Jn 4.8. 

211. Lacuna in the text, but the words can be supplied from the follow- 
ing statement. 
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ing [him] to eat indicates something prior to investigation 
and sometimes also something after investigation. And see 
whether they take care not... the Word. . .*” or being 
made strong by foods, [and] they ask him to eat what they 
have found.”* For in those in whom the disciples find the 
Word, they always wish to nurture the Word that, being 
made strong and vigorous and mighty, he might remain at 
greater length with those who nurture him, nurturing in re- 
turn those who offer him food. 

(199) For this reason Scripture says he stands at the door 
and knocks, that if anyone should open the door he may go 
in to him and dine with him,” so that later the one who en- 
tertained may be able to be entertained in return by the 
Word who dined with man. 


(200) But Heracleon says that they wished to share with him some of 
the food that they had acquired by purchase from the Samaritans. And he 
says these things that . . . the five foolish virgins . . . from the bride- 
groom.*” 

(201) But how I think .. . to have the same things . . . they are 
said . . . with the foolish virgins who were locked out it is worth- 
while to see, since he includes with the foolish virgins an accusation of 
the disciples who fall asleep™ in the same circumstances. 

(202) But further there is also the dissimilarity of light with 
food and of olive oil with meat. . . to censure the interpretation. 
Or, since indeed he was able to clarify the word?” in some respect, 
he ought to support it more fully when he constructs his own in- 
terpretation.’” 


212. The words toc oiKet occur after ó AGyoc before the lacuna. 

213. Accepting Wendland’s suggestion to read the participle as neuter 
plural with an article rather than the masculine accusative plural participle 
without an article. 

214. Cf. Rv 3.20. 

215. Cf. Mt 25.1-13. 

216. Cf. Mt 26.40-44; Lk 22.45; Mk 14.37-41. 

217. Adyos. Perhaps it means “argument” here. 

218. The translation offered here for chapter XXXII (193—202) is very 
tenuous because of the many lacunae in the chapter. 
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But he said to them, I have meat to eat which you 
do not know. (John 4.32) 


Spiritual Food 


(203) That which is without need has no need of food, 
and that which has need of food cannot be without need. 
And it is clear that he who eats does not eat when he does 
not need food, but when he needs and requires it. 

(204) Physical bodies, on the one hand, inasmuch as they 
are fluctuating in nature, are nurtured by the food that re- 
places what perishes, but the spiritual parts that are higher 
than the physical body are nurtured by incorporeal 
thoughts, words, and sound actions. These higher spiritual 
parts will not be dissolved into non-being if they should not 
be nurtured, for not even physical bodies are dissolved into 
non-being when they are not nurtured, but when the parts 
of that nature which exceeds physical bodies are not nour- 
ished by the kind of foods mentioned above, they lose their 
distinctive character. 

(205) And just as the physical bodies that need food are 
not nourished by foods that lack qualities, nor does the 
same quantity of food suffice for all, so must we also assume 
this to be the case for those spiritual parts that are higher 
than physical bodies. For in the same way, some of these 
spiritual parts need more food than others, since they can- 
not all contain equal amounts. 

(206) But not even the same quality of nourishing words 
and contemplative thoughts [and] the actions appropriate 
to these words and thoughts are suited to all souls. 

(207) For indeed vegetables and solid food? do not 
nourish those in need of improvement from them at the 
same time. 

(208) For as Peter says, let new-born infants desire the ra- 
tional, pure milk.” The same applies if anyone is childish 


219. Cf. Rom 14.2; Heb 5.12. 
220. Cf. 1 Pt 2.2. 
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like the Corinthians, to whom Paul says, “I gave you milk to 
drink, not meat.” 

(209) And let the weak man eat vegetables because he 
does not believe.” Paul also teaches this when he says, “One 
man believes that he may eat all things, but the weak man 
eats vegetables.” 

(210) And there is indeed a time when “the hospitality of 
vegetables with friendship and grace is better than grain-fed 
calves with hatred.” “But solid food is for the perfect, who 
by habit have their senses exercised to the discerning of 
good and evil.””’ But there is also a certain noxious food 
which we learn of from the Fourth Book of Kings, when cer- 
tain men say to Eliseus, “Death is in the pot, O man of 
God.” 

(211) On the one hand, there is a certain grassy spiritual 
food for the more unreasonable souls, and another of fod- 
der or straw. These are suggested in the words, “The Lord 
will be my shepherd, and I shall want nothing. 

(212) “In a place of green grass there he has made me 
dwell; he has brought me up on the water of refreshment. ”? 
And Isaias also says, “A lion will eat straw like an ox.””* But 
they offered straw to the beasts of Abraham’s servant in the 
house of Rebecca. 

(213) On the other hand, if someone is more rational 
and for this reason is also a spiritual*® man, he eats spiritual 
bread, as it is written in the Psalms, “Bread strengthens 
man’s heart.”” And no being other than man is cheered by 
spiritual wine, “for wine cheers the heart of man.” 

(214) But we must ascend by reason from irrational and 
human beings to the angels who are also nurtured, for they 
are not totally without need. “Therefore, man ate the bread 
of angels,” when the blessed Abraham was able to offer un- 


221. 1 Cor 3.2. 
223. Rom 14.2. 
225. Heb 5.14. 


227. Cf. Ps 22.1-3. 


220. VONTÓG. 


231. Cf. Ps 103.15. 


222. Cf. Rom 14.2. 
224. Cf. Prv 15.17. 
226. 4 Kgs 4.40. 
228. Cf. Is 11.7. 
230. Cf. Ps 103.15. 
292. Cf. Ps 77.25. 
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leavened loaves baked in the coals to the three who ap- 
peared to him.” 

(215) But we must now proceed to the statement before 
us about Christ’s food, which the disciples did not then 
know, for Jesus is telling the truth when he says, “I have 
meat to eat which you do not know.” 

(216) For the disciples did not know what Jesus was 
doing when he was doing the will of the one who sent him 
[and] perfecting his work.” 

(217) But that the saying, “I have meat to eat which you 
do not know,” may be understood more clearly, let Paul also 
say to the Corinthians who need milk and not solid food,” 
and are given milk to drink, and not meat because they can- 
not yet partake of meat,” “I have meat to eat which you do 
not know.” 


The Meat Jesus Has 


(218) Furthermore, one who is superior will always say to 
those who are inferior and who cannot contemplate the 
same things as those who are on a higher level, “I have meat 
to eat which you do not know.” 

(219) And it is not out of place to say that not only do 
men and angels need spiritual foods, but so too does the 
Christ of God. For, if I may put it this way, he is always re- 
plenishing himself from the Father who alone is without 
need and sufficient in himself. 

(220) Now the common person who is being taught 
receives his foods from the disciples of Jesus who are com- 
manded to distribute food to the crowds,”” and Jesus’ disci- 
ples receive their food from Jesus himself, though occasion- 
ally they also receive it from the holy angels.” The Son of 
God, however, receives his foods from the Father alone, 
without the intervention of any other being. 

(221) Itis also not out of place to say that the Holy Spirit 


233. Cf. Gn 18.6. 234. Cf. Jn 4.34. 
235. Cf. Heb 5.12. 236. Cf. 1 Cor 3.2. 
237. Cf. Lk 9.16. 238. Cf. 3 Kgs 19.5-8. 
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is nurtured, but we must seek a text of Scripture that sug- 
gests this. 

Now the food in the great supper is related to the whole 
mystery of the calling and election. For Jesus says, “A man 
made a great supper and at the hour of the supper he sent 
to call those who had been invited.”*” 

(222) One needs to collect the parables about suppers 
recorded in the Gospels. But there are also the promises of 
eating and drinking in Isaias, who says, “Behold my servants 
shall eat, but you shall be hungry; behold my servants shall 
drink, but you shall be thirsty.” 

(223) Furthermore, in Genesis God places man in the 
garden of luxury and gives laws about eating some things 
and not eating others.“’ And man would have remained im- 
mortal if he had eaten from every tree in the garden for 
food and had not eaten from the tree of knowing good and 
evil.” 

(224) Consider also what is said in the twenty-first Psalm 
about those who worship because they have eaten, for it 
says, “All the fat ones of the earth ate and worshipped. ”® 
Wherefore, “the Lord will not afflict a just soul with 
famine,”“ but whenever we become unjust, he will send 
forth “a famine upon the earth, not a famine of bread nor a 
thirsting of water, but a famine of hearing the word of the 
Lord.”* 

(225) To the extent that we progress, therefore, shall we 
eat better food and more, until perhaps we reach the point 
that we eat the same food that the Son of God eats, which 
the disciples did not know at that time. Heracleon had noth- 
ing to say on this text. 


239. Cf. Lk 14.16-17. 
240. Is 65.13. 

241. Cf. Gn 2.8. 

242. Cf. Gn 2.16—-17. 
243. Ps 21.30. 

244. Cf. Prv 10.3. 
245. Am 8.11. 
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The disciples, therefore, said to one another, Has some- 
one brought him something to eat? (John 4.33) 


(226) Although Heracleon supposes that these words were spoken 
in a fleshly manner by the disciples, because they were thinking on a lower 
level and imitating the Samantan woman who said, “You have nothing 
with which to draw, and the well is deep, ™ it is worthwhile for us to 
consider if it is because they see something more divine that the 
disciples say to one another, “Has someone brought him some- 
thing to eat?” 


(227) For perhaps they thought that some angelic power 
had brought him something to eat. It is likely that this is 
why they were taught that the food that he had to eat was 
greater, which was to do “the will of the one who sent” him 
“and to perfect his work.” 


Jesus said to them, My meat is to do the will of the one 
who sent me and to perfect his work. (John 4.34) 


The Will of the Son Is One with the Will of the Father 


(228) It is proper food for the Son of God when he be- 
comes a doer of the Father’s will, that is, when he wills in 
himself what was also the Father’s will, so that the will of 
God is in the will of the Son, and the will of the Son has be- 
come indistinguishable from the will of the Father, and 
there are no longer two wills but one. It was because of this 
one will that the Son said, “I and the Father are one.” And 
because of this will, he who has seen him has seen the Son, 
and has seen also the one who sent him.”” 

(229) Now it is certainly more appropriate that we think 
it is in this way that the Son does the Father’s will, on ac- 
count of whose will even things extraneous to the one who 
wills turn out well, than that, without having investigated 


246. Jn 4.11. 247. Cf. Jn 4.34. 
248. Jn 10.30. 249. Cf. Jn 12.45. 
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the matters concerning the will, we suppose that doing the 
will of the one who sent [him]*” refers to performing cer- 
tain extrinsic deeds. 

(230) For that is not the Father’s will in its entirety—I 
mean that which occurs extraneous to the one who wills, 
apart from the previously mentioned will. The complete will 
of the Father is done by the Son when the willing of God 
that occurs in the Son does that which the will of God wish- 
es. 

(231) But it is only the Son who has comprehended the 
complete will of God and does it, for which reason he is also 
his image.”' We must also take the Holy Spirit into consid- 
eration. The remaining holy beings, however, will do noth- 
ing contrary to the will of God; indeed everything that they 
do will be done in accordance with God’s will. This does not 
suffice, however, in order to be formed according to the 
complete will. 

(232) One holy being will differ from another in compre- 
hending something greater from the Father’s will, or some- 
thing more of his will, or something more distinct in com- 
parison with another. And again one being comprehends 
God’s will in a different degree than another. But he who 
said, “[My] meat is to do the will of God who sent me,” will 
do the complete will of God in its entirety. 

(233) After this, therefore, he says of God in a thankful 
manner, “The Son cannot do anything of himself, except 
what he sees the Father doing; for whatever the Father does, 
these things the Son also does likewise. The Father loves the 
Son and shows him all things that he himself does.”” 

(234) Perhaps this is why he is the image of the invisible 
God. For indeed the will that is in him is an image of the 
first will, and the divinity that is in him is an image of the 
true divinity. But even though he is an image of the Father’s 
goodness,” he says, “Why do you call me good?” And in- 


250. My suggestion. Preuschen marks a short lacuna. 
251. Cf. 2 Cor 4.4. 252. Cf. Jn 5.19-20. 
253. Cf. Wis 7.26. 254. Mk 10.18; Lk 18.19. 
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deed it is this will that is the distinctive food of the Son him- 
self, on account of which he is what he is. 


Christ Perfects the Work of the Father 


(235) Now the subjoined phrase shows that the will con- 
cerns the disposition, when it adds after the reference to 
doing the will, “to perfect the work of God.” 

(236) But we must carry this investigation further so that 
we may also know what the statement means, “That I may 
perfect his work.” Someone, then, will say rather simple- 
mindedly that it refers to the work that had been command- 
ed, which is the work of him who commands, . . . as if, for 
example, we were to say that builders or farmers declare 
that they have perfected the work of the one who employed 
them for the work when they do that for which they were 
employed. But someone else will say that if God’s work is 
perfected by Christ, it is obvious that this work was imper- 
fect before it was perfected. 

(237) In what way, then, was God’s work imperfect? And 
how can God’s work be perfected by him who said, “The Fa- 
ther who sent me is greater than me”? The perfection of 
the work was the perfection of the rational creature. For the 
Word that became flesh came to perfect this being, which 
was imperfect. 

(238) Does this mean that the work was created imper- 
fectly, and that the Savior was sent to perfect the imperfect? 
And is it not strange that the Father has become a creator of 
what is imperfect, and the Savior has perfected the imper- 
fect, because it was imperfectly created? 

(239) I think indeed some deeper mystery is stored up in 
these passages. For perhaps the rational creature was not al- 
together imperfect at the time he was placed in paradise. 

(240) For how would God have placed what was altogeth- 
er imperfect in paradise to work and guard it??™” For he who 


255. Cf. Jn 14.28. 
256. Cf. Jn 1.14. 
257. Cf. Gn 2.15. 
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is capable of tending “the tree of life” and everything that 
God planted and caused to spring up afterwards,’ would 
not reasonably be called imperfect. 

(241) Perhaps, then, although he was perfect, he became 
imperfect in some way because of his transgression, and was 
in need of one to perfect him from his imperfection. And 
perhaps the Savior was sent for the following reasons. First, 
that he might do the will of the one who sent him, having 
become his worker here, too, and second, that he might 
perfect the work of God, so that each one who has been per- 
fected might be made fit for solid food and be present with 
wisdom. “But solid food is for the perfect who by custom 
have their senses exercised to the discerning of good and 
evil.””? And he who speaks wisdom says, “But we speak wis- 
dom among the perfect.” 

(242) And when each of us, a work of God, has been per- 
fected by Jesus, he will say, “I have fought a good fight, I 
have finished’ my course, I have kept the faith. As for the 
rest, there is laid up for me a crown of justice.””” 

(243) But not only did man fall from perfection to im- 
perfection, but so too did “the sons of God,” “when they saw 
that the daughters of men were fair, and took for themselves 
whomever they chose.” And, in general, all those fell who 
forsook “their own habitation” and “kept not their own be- 
ginning [apyn].” 

(244) Now, I do not take apyn?® here to have that mean- 
ing that is synonymous with authority, but I take it in that 
sense which is opposite to “end” and closely connected with 
“first,” so that just as man had a beginning of being in par- 


258. Cf. Gn 2.9. 259. Heb 5.14. 

260. 1 Cor 2.6. 

261. tetéAeka.. Words from this same root have been translated “per- 
fect” throughout this chapter. 

262. Cf. 2 Tm 4.7-8. 

263. Cf. Gn 6.2. 

264. Cf. Jude 6. “Beginning” renders &pxń, which also can mean “prin- 
cipality.” Origen shows in the comments that follow that he takes it in the 
sense of “beginning.” 

265. See note 264 above. 
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adise, [but] an end because of his transgression, so also per- 
haps in Hades below, or in some such region, some suitable 
beginning has been given to each of those beings which fell 
away. 

(245) Jesus, however, in perfecting the work of God, and 
I take this to mean every rational being and not man alone, 
perfects it in the same way. For because the more blessed be- 
ings are persuaded by reason and have no need of labor, 
they are perfected by reason alone. Other beings, however, 
unpersuaded by reason, need labors, that after the labors, 
they may, at some later time when they have been led by rea- 
sons be perfected by these. 

(246) But both these activities are the one distinctive 
food of Jesus, namely to do the will of the one who sent him 
and to perfect his work. 


(247) Heracleon says that by the statement, “My meat is to do the 
will of the one who sent me,” the Savior explains to the disciples that this 
was what he was discussing with the woman, saying that the will of the Fa- 
ther was his own meat, for this was his food, his rest, and his power. 

(248) And he said the will of the Father is that men know the Father 
and be saved. This was the work for which the Savior was sent into 
Samaria, that is, into the world. This is how Heracleon understood 
Jesus’ meat and his conversation with the Samaritan woman. I 
think everyone can clearly see that this is an abject and forced in- 
terpretation. 

(249) And he has not shown clearly how the Father’s will is the 
Savior’s food, or how the Father’s will is his rest. For the Lord says 
elsewhere, as though the Father’s will were not at all his rest, “Fa- 
ther, if it be possible, let the cup pass from me; but not what I will 
but what you will.” And from what source also did he learn that 
the will of God is the Savior’s power? 


266. Cf. Mt 26.39; Mk 14.36. 
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Do you not say that there are yet four months 
and the harvest comes? Behold, I say to you, Lift up 
your eyes and see the fields, for they are already 
white for harvest. (John 4.35) 


Jesus Poses This Question Spiritually 


(250) We must raise these further questions with those 
who suppose the question, “Do you not say that there are 
four months and the harvest comes?” was asked in a 
rather simple, literal way, so that they may be convinced that 
the Savior has frequently said things that are spiritual** and 
lack meanings that are literal and factual. 

(251) For if indeed the season when Jesus spoke these 
words was four months before harvest, it is obvious that it 
was winter. Harvest, therefore, begins in Judea around the 
month the Hebrews call Nisan when the Pasch is celebrated, 
so that sometimes they make the unleavened loaves from 
new grain. 

(252) But grant that the harvest is not in that month, but 
in the next one, which they call Iar. Consequently, the sea- 
son four months before that month is the peak of winter. 
Whenever, then, we explain that when Jesus spoke these 
words it was about harvest time, the season being either at 
its prime or perhaps near its end, the foregoing will be 
brought to our attention. 

(253) And we must observe that after the dispensation 
about the water that was changed to wine in Cana of 
Galilee,”® the Lord is said to have gone down “to Caphar- 
naum, he and his mother, and brothers, and disciples.”’” 
There “he remained not many days. And the Pasch of the 
Jews was near, and Jesus went up to Jerusalem.”” This was 
when “he found in the temple those selling cattle, sheep, 
and doves,”’” and the other things which have been record- 


267. “Yet” is also omitted in P”, a third century papyrus text of the 
Gospel of John from Egypt. 

268. vonta. 269. Cf. Jn 2.1-11. 

270. Jn 2.12. 271. Cf. Jn 2.12-13. 
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ed, and “he made a whip from cords and drove them all out 
of the temple. ”?” 

(254) And when he had conversed with Nicodemus,” 
“afterwards he and his disciples came into the land of Judea, 
and there he abode with them and baptized.”” For how 
long a time shall we assume he stayed in Judea baptizing 
after the Pasch? For it has not been clearly recorded. 

(255) It appears that because the Pharisees knew “that 
Jesus makes and baptizes more disciples [than] John,”” he 
left “Judea” and departed “into Galilee,”’” at which time “he 
had to pass through Samaria.” And when he was at the 
fountain of Jacob, he says, “Do you not say that there are yet 
four months and the harvest comes?” 

(256) But if someone should suppose that Jesus spent 
more months after the Pasch in Judea baptizing with his dis- 
ciples so that already the season four months before the har- 
vest was at hand, one must remind him that after he had re- 
mained there two days with the Samaritans, he departed to 
Galilee, and it is recorded (inasmuch as the Pasch and the 
things that he had done in Jerusalem have just now taken 
place) that “When he came into Galilee, the Galileans wel- 
comed him, having seen all the things he had done at 
Jerusalem at the feast, for they also went to the feast. ””” 

(257) But someone will probably object that nothing pre- 
vents him, after he spent more time in Judea, from going to 
Jacob’s fountain when he departed for Galilee and said, 
“There are yet four months to harvest.” And this same per- 
son will say it is not strange that the Galileans welcomed him 
because of what he did eight months earlier in Jerusalem. 

(258) But we must reply that when he came into Galilee, 
“he came into Cana of Galilee where” earlier he had made 
“the water wine.”® There also he healed the sick son of the 
ruler in Capharnaum”™ when he said to his father, “Your son 


273. Jn 2.15. 274. Cf. Jn 9.1-21. 
275. Cf. Jn 3.22. 276. Jn 4.1. 

277. Cf. Jn 4.3. 278. Cf. Jn 4.4. 
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lives.” And “after these things there was a feast of the Jews, 
and Jesus went up to Jerusalem,”® at which time he healed 
the paralytic who had been sick for thirty-eight years.” 

(259) But if this feast were that of the Pasch (for its name 
is not added), the sequence of the account is cramped, and 
this is especially the case since a little later it is added that 
“the Jews’ Feast of the Tabernacles was at hand.”*” 


Why the Disciples Say There Are Yet Four Months until the Harvest 


(260) When these matters are examined further there is 
a deeper pursuit for the one who looks into the meaning of 
the Scriptures to seek what Jesus intended when he said to 
his disciples, “Do you not say that there are [yet] four 
months, and the harvest comes? Behold I say to you, Lift up 
your eyes and see the fields, for they are already white for 
harvest.” Now, as we said in the case of the matters pertain- 
ing to the Samaritan woman when we were examining the 
words about the waters, so also let us do here. 

(261) For who would not agree that the statement “Lift 
up your eyes and see the fields, for they are already white for 
harvest” is spiritual and, being spiritual, lacks literal mean- 
ings? It would follow from this too that the disciples mean 
that after four months there will be the harvest comparable, 
so far as their estimation is concerned, to the harvest indi- 
cated by Jesus. 

(262) We think, then, that there are some such meanings 
as follows in the disciples’ saying that “there are [yet] four 
months and the harvest comes.” Because most disciples of 
the Word think it difficult for human nature to grasp the 
truth when they have discussed a life beyond the present 
life, and failed, for the present time, to reach the goal of 
their discussion, they suppose that once they have tran- 
scended their relationship with the four elements, they will 
grasp the truth about these matters. 

(263) According to the saying of the Lord, therefore, the 
disciples say that the harvest, which is the consummation of 


282. Jn 4.50. 283. Jn 5.1. 
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the works of truth that are gathered in, occurs after the 
fourth month that is imminent. 

(264) Now the term “months” has been taken in the 
sense appropriate to a literal statement about the harvest. 
For it would not have been fitting to say, “Do you not say 
that there are yet four days and the harvest comes?” or, “Yet 
four years and the harvest comes?” 

(265) Especially since the Word wants to elude the major- 
ity who understand things more literally, he hides the mysti- 
cal meaning, but reveals a simpler meaning so that the 
words the Savior proclaims might be thought to be clear. 

(266) Or perhaps the disciples mean something like this 
when they say, “There are yet four months and the harvest 
comes”: there are four spheres of the four elements which 
lie below the ethereal nature. The middle and lower sphere 
is that of earth, and around it [the sphere] of water, and 
third, that of air, and fourth, that of fire, after which there is 
the sphere of the moon, etc. 

(267) And let us consider whether the disciples assume 
that those who have been prepared by being in the presence 
of a purer essence grasp the truth, seeing that one can also 
[transcend] the sphere of fire, if he is uncorrupted by sin 
which is the material of everything in the regions that lie be- 
fore the [way] [into the] ethereal places. 

(268) But, to reprove this assumption as unsound, the 
Word who became flesh”® says to those who hold these opin- 
ions, “Do you not say that there are [yet] four months and 
the harvest comes? Behold I say to you, Lift up your eyes 
and see the fields, for they are already white for harvest.” 

(269) For it also appears unintelligible to us that in this 
entire discussion he does not discuss a single harvest, al- 
though?” according to those who take the simpler sense as 
true, he will rebuke the disciples who suppose, in their opin- 
ion, that the harvest comes after four months. We have 
shown in our previous discussion that there was no way the 
harvest could be present after four months. 


286. Cf. Jn 1.14. 
287. For énet in the sense of “although” see H. W. Smyth, Greek Gram- 
mar (Cambridge, 1963), 2380. 
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(270) Above all he says, as though correcting the opinion 
of the disciples, “Do you not say this, but I say this.” In addi- 
tion, is it not strange to give a distinctly allegorical explana- 
tion in every detail to the command, “Lift up your eyes,” 
and not to take allegorically also the command, “See the 
fields, for they are already white for harvest,” and this [im- 
mediately pre]ceeding’*® question, “Do you not say that 
there are yet four months and the harvest comes?” 


Heracleon Does Not See the Anagogical Sense 


(271) Heracleon too, however, took this text in the same way as 
the majority and did not consider it to be interpreted anagogically. 
He says, therefore, that he means the harvest of crops, as this had yet a 
four month interval, but the harvest of which he was speaking was already 
present. I also do not know how he took the harvest to refer to the 
soul of believers, for he says that they are already ripe and ready for 
harvest, and fit to be gathered into a granary,” that is, into rest through 
faith, that is, as many as are ready, for all are not. For some souls were al- 
ready ready, he says, others were about to be, others will be in the future, 
while there are others who are still being sown.” These, then, were his 
words. 

(272) But I do not know if it is possible to show how the disci- 
ples, when they lift up their eyes, can see the souls that are already 
ready, as he thinks, to be gathered into a granary. And further, in what 
way is it true in reference to souls that, “One sows and another 
reaps,’ and, “I have sent you to reap that in which you did not 
labor”??? And how can the following statement be taken to refer to 


the soul, “Others have labored, and you have entered into their 
labor”??? 


(273) We, therefore, take the harvest when the fruit is 
gathered into eternal life to have reference to the perfec- 
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tion of the rational principle,** which is generative of our 
mental activity, when it has been perfected by more cultiva- 
tion. We will discuss how it is sown by one and reaped by an- 
other in what follows.*” 


Behold, I say to you, Lift up your eyes and see the fields, 
for they are already white for harvest. (John 4.35) 


“Lift Up Your Eyes” 

(274) “Lift up your eyes” occurs in many places in Scrip- 
ture when the divine Word admonishes us to exalt and lift 
up our thoughts, and to elevate the insight that lies below in 
a rather sickly condition, and is stooped and completely in- 
capable of looking up,” as is written for instance in Isaias, 
“Lift up your eyes on high and see. Who has made all these 
things known?””” 

(275) The Savior, too, when he is about to deliver the 
beatitudes, lifts up his eyes to the disciples and says, 
“Blessed” are such and such.”* For no genuine disciple of 
Jesus is below, nor is anyone who rests in Abraham’s bosom. 

(276) The rich man who is in torment lifts up his eyes 
and sees Abraham, and Lazarus in his bosom.*” 

(277) Furthermore, after Jesus restored “the woman” to 
health “who was stooped and completely incapable of look- 
ing up,” she laid aside her stooped condition and her in- 
ability to look upwards, that she might lift up her eyes. 

(278) On the other hand, no one who experiences pas- 
sions, and who has clung to the flesh, and been concerned 
with material things, has observed the command that says, 
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“Lift up your eyes.” Consequently such a person will not see 
the fields, even if they be “already white for harvest.” Fur- 
thermore, no one has lifted up his eyes if he continues to 
perform the works of the flesh. 


“The Fields Are White for Harvest” 


(279) But “the fields are already white for harvest” when 
the Word of God is present clarifying and illuminating all 
the fields of Scripture that are being fulfilled by his sojourn. 

(280) But perhaps, too, the white fields that are ready for 
harvest to those who lift up their eyes are all the beings that 
are perceptible to the senses, including heaven itself and 
the beings in it. This would be true because the purpose” 
of being is clear to those who, by being “transformed into 
the same image from glory to glory,™” have assumed a like- 
ness of those eyes that have seen how each of the things that 
have been made was good. For the declaration concerning 
each of the created things, “God saw that it was good,” 
means this: God perceived good in the purposes of each 
thing, and saw how each of the created things is good in re- 
lation to the purposes for which it had come to be.™ 

(281) Now if anyone does not take the statement, “God 
saw that it was good,”” in this way, let him explain how the 
statement, “God saw that it was good,” holds true in the 
verse, “Let the waters bring forth the creeping creatures 
having life, and birds flying above the earth under the fir- 
mament of heaven,” and even more to the point, “God 
made the great sea-monsters.”*” 

(282) But the purpose of each of these, which God saw, is 
“good.” We must say the same things also about the words, 
“Let the earth bring forth the living creature according to 
its kind, four-footed creatures, and creeping creatures, and 
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beasts of the earth according to their kind,”” to which also 
is added, “God saw that it was good.”” 

(283) For how are beasts and creeping creatures good, 
unless the purpose concerning them is good? 

(284) Now we say these things because of the command, 
“Lift up your eyes and see the fields, for they are already 
white for harvest.” The Word which is present with the disci- 
ples urges his hearers to lift up their eyes both to the fields 
of Scripture and to the fields of the purpose in each of the 
things that exist, that one may behold the whiteness and 
brightness of the omnipresent light of truth. For, according 
to Solomon, “All things are manifest?” to those who have un- 
derstanding, and correct to those who are willing to share in 
sense-perception.””" 


He who reaps receives a reward and gathers fruit 
for eternal life, that he who sows and he who reaps 
may rejoice together. (John 4.36) 


The Different Senses of the Word “Harvest” 


(285) I think it is necessary to cite how many different 
senses the term “harvest” has in Scripture and in how many 
ways it is applied, so that once we have observed the mean- 
ing so far as possible, we may be able to see from the data 
how the expression is used in the majority of cases. 

(286) Let us begin by observing the Lord’s teaching 
about this term in the Gospel according to Matthew when 
“the disciples came to the Lord” with the request, “Expound 
to us the parable of the tares of the field.™" Following some 
other words, he teaches, “But the harvest is the end of the 
world. And the reapers are angels.” 

(287) Yet in another passage our Savior says, concerning 
the multitude of believers who are at a loss for teaching that 
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would explain to them what they believe, “The harvest is 
great, but the laborers are few. Pray, therefore, the Lord of 
the harvest, that he send forth laborers into his harvest.” 

(288) In addition to these uses, the Apostle refers to the 
good deeds of men in this life, or their sin, as “sowing.” And 
he refers to the things stored up for each one as he deserves 
for his right actions or sins in this world as a “harvest.” His 
words are, “For whatever a man may sow, this also shall he 
reap. For he who sows in the flesh, of the flesh shall reap 
corruption. But he who sows in the spirit, of the spirit will 
reap eternal life.” 

(289) I think the prophet also has used it with a similar 
meaning in the Psalms where he says, “Those who sow in 
tears shall reap in joy. When they went, they went and wept, 
bearing their seeds, but when they come, they shall come 
joyfully, bearing their sheaves.””° 

(290) The word also occurs in many places with its nor- 
mal meaning, as for example in the book of Ruth, “And 
they came to Bethlehem at the beginning of the barley har- 
vest. ”" 

Now that we have, for the present, set forth five mean- 
ings, it is obvious that the normal meaning is not the mean- 
ing here. Nor is it used in that sense which refers to the end. 
For it is clear that the reasonable exhortation to reap in this 
passage, “He who reaps receives a reward, and gathers fruit 
for eternal life,” does not have reference to what is meant by 
the normal usage, nor does it refer to that which concerns 
the reaping angels. 

(291) But neither is it possible here to understand the 
statement “He who reaps receives a reward, and gathers 
fruit for eternal life” to have reference to the same things as 
the statement, “He who sows in the flesh, of the flesh shall 
reap corruption, and he who sows in the spirit, of the spirit 
will reap eternal life.” 

(292) For according to the Apostle’s words, it is the same 
person who sows and reaps, whether in the flesh or in the 
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spirit, and on this basis reaps either corruption or eternal 
life. But according to the present words, it is one who sows 
and another who reaps.*” 

(293) It is the same person likewise who sows and reaps 
in the saying that we quoted in the Psalms. It differs from 
the apostolic saying in being more mystical and ineffable. 
For the apostolic saying is simpler, since it does not teach 
the source of the different natures of the seeds. The saying 
from the Psalms, however, seems to me to reveal the descent 
of the more noble souls that come into this life with the sav- 
ing seeds. They come indeed with groaning as though invol- 
untarily, but they ascend again in joy because they have cul- 
tivated well, and have increased and multiplied the seeds 
with which they came. But in the text before us, “one man 
sows and another reaps.” 


(294) And indeed Heracleon will say, and perhaps even some 
churchman will agree with him so far as this interpretation is con- 
cerned, that these words were spoken with the same meaning as the state- 
ment, “The harvest is great, but the laborers are few.”™ It refers to those 
who are ready for harvest and are suitable to be gathered into the granary 
now through faith,” that is, to be in rest through faith, and are suitable 
for salvation and the reception of the Word. So far as Heracleon is con- 
cerned, this is so because of their constitution and nature, but so far as 
the churchman is concerned it is due to some preparation of the 
ruling principle of the soul that is ready for perfection, that it also 
might be reaped. 


(295) We must ask those who have understood the saying 
in this way, therefore, if they are willing to accept that there 
may have been a harvest that occurred before the sojourn 
of our Savior similar to that one thus expected to follow the 
times of the proclamation of the gospel. For if the statement 
that the harvest is great means that many have believed al- 
though the laborers, who are apostles, are few in relation to 
the multitude of those who have accepted the Word, be- 
cause of the statement, “See the fields, for they are already 
white for harvest,”? we must draw one of two possible con- 
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clusions. Either no one believed before the bodily sojourn 
of our Savior, but then neither did any believer become a la- 
borer, which is a very strange assertion, for this would mean 
that Abraham and Moses and the prophets were neither la- 
borers nor among those who reaped, or, if in fact there have 
also been workers and an earlier harvest, the Savior will ap- 
pear to make no new announcement to those who lift up 
their eyes that they may see the fields “for they are already 
white for harvest.” 

It can, perhaps, be clear on the basis of these observa- 
tions that the harvest here refers to none of the things that 
we have previously mentioned. This is true also of the Apos- 
tle’s meaning in another passage where he says, “He who 
sows sparingly will also reap sparingly, and he who sows 
bountifully will also reap bountifully. ”°** 

(296) Let us search, therefore, for a seventh meaning 
which is appropriate to what we have previously set forth on 
the saying, “Do you not say there are yet four months and 
the harvest comes?” and on the other saying, “Behold I say 
to you, Lift up your eyes and see the fields, for they are al- 
ready white for harvest.” 

(297) Now we have said that the harvest refers to the 
Word who clarifies the interpretation of the Scriptures, or 
that it refers to the way in which everything that God made 
can be said to be very good.” In relation to this, the reaper 
has two fruits from his reaping: one, when he receives a re- 
ward, and the other, when he gathers fruit to eternal life. 


“He Who Reaps Receives a Reward” 


(298) I think the words, “he receives a reward,” were spo- 
ken because of the promises that will follow, as it has been 
written, “Behold the Lord [comes] and his reward is in his 
hand to repay each one according to his work.™” On the 
other hand, I think it was because of the benefit that occurs 
from the contemplation itself, which obviously is in the 
mind by its very nature and is distinctive to the rational soul, 
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and which is distinguished from the other promises in addi- 
tion to it, that it was written, “He gathers fruit to eternal 
life.” This reveals a certain spiritual well-being of the ruling 
principle of the soul. We presented this view also in the 
third book of the Stromateis when we explained the state- 
ment, “Your Father who sees in secret will repay you.” 


(299) Heracleon, however, thinks the statement, “He who reaps re- 
ceives a reward,” was made because, as he says, the Savior calls himself a 
reaper. And he supposes the reward of our Lord to be the salvation and 
restoration of those who are harvested that results from his resting upon 
them. And he says the statement, “He gathers fruit to eternal life” has been 
made either because what is gathered is the fruit of eternal life, or even the 
act itself is eternal life. 

(300) But I obviously think his interpretation is forced when he 
says the Savior receives a reward, and when he confounds the reward 
and the gathering of the fruit into one act when Scripture openly 
presents two acts, as we explained previously.” 


Who Reaps, Who Sows? 


(301) If then we have attained the lifting up of the apos- 
tolic eyes and the view of the fields that are already white for 
harvest, we must now examine, consequent to these attain- 
ments, the meaning of the clause, “That he who sows and he 
who reaps may rejoice together.” 

(302) It is my opinion that in the case of every art and 
science of the more important subjects of investigation, he 
who discovers the first principles sows. Others, receiving 
and elaborating these principles, by handing on their dis- 
coveries to others, become the causes, as a result of what 
they have discovered, for those of later times who would not 
be able both to discover the first principles and to conjoin 
the things that follow, and to apply the goal of the arts and 
sciences, namely to take up, as if in their harvest, the full 
fruit of such arts and sciences that have reached maturity. 

(303) But if this is true in the case of certain arts and sci- 
ences, how much more is it evident in the case of the art of 
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arts and the science of sciences? For those who come later, 
by having elaborated the discoveries of former persons, 
have handed on the resources for one body of truth to be 
gathered with wisdom to those who next approach these dis- 
coveries with diligent inquiry. 

(304) So, when every task of the art of arts has been com- 
pleted, and God who repays gathers all people to one end, 
“he who sows and he who reaps rejoice together.” 

(305) And consider if those who “sow” are Moses and the 
prophets, since they wrote the things “for our admonition, 
on whom the ends of the world have come,” and pro- 
claimed the sojourn of Christ. And see if [those who] 
“reaped” were the apostles who received the Christ and be- 
held his glory,”! which agreed with the intellectual seeds of 
the prophets about him, which were reaped by the elabora- 
tion and grasping of “the mystery that has been hidden 
from the ages, but manifested in the last times,” and “in 
other generations was not known to the sons of men, as it is 
now revealed to his holy apostles and prophets.”*” 

(306) Now, the complete plan*’ related to the revelation 
of the mystery that has been kept silent for eternal times 
and has now been made manifest through the prophetic 
Scriptures and the appearance of our Lord Jesus Christ, at 
which time the true light made the fields white already for 
harvest by shining upon them, was a seed. 

(307) According to this explanation®” then, the fields in 
which the seeds had been sown are the writings of the law 
and the prophets that were not white to those who had not 
received the presence of the Word. They become such, how- 
ever, to those who become disciples to the Son of God and 
obey him who says, “Lift up your eyes and see the fields, for 
they are already white for harvest.” 

(308) As genuine disciples of Jesus, therefore, let us also 
lift up our eyes and see the fields that have been sown by 
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Moses and the prophets, that we may see their whiteness 
and. how it is possible already to reap their fruit and gather 
fruit to eternal life, with the hope also of a reward from the 
Lord of the fields and the provider of the seeds.*” 

(309) Everyone, whoever he is, who has read “that many 
will come from the east and the west, and recline with Abra- 
ham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven,”* will 
agree that the sower and the reaper rejoice together when 
“sorrow, grief, and mourning have fled” in the age to 
come. 

(310) But if someone hesitates to accept that even now 
everyone who sows rejoices with everyone who reaps, let 
him consider the possibility that the transfiguration of Jesus 
was a kind of harvest when he appeared in glory not only to 
the reapers, Peter, James, and John, who went up the moun- 
tain with him, but also to the sowers, Moses and Elias.” For 
they rejoice together with them when they see the glory of 
the Son of God, which Moses and Elias had not previously 
seen, illuminated to such an extent by the Father and so il- 
luminating those who beheld it. Consequently, Moses and 
Elias now see together with the holy apostles. 

(311) And we take the statement, “He who reaps receives 
a reward, and gathers fruit to eternal life, that he who sows 
and he who reaps may rejoice together,” as likewise capa- 
ble of a general interpretation, because in the words that 
follow there are said to be more reapers and more laborers, 
the latter clearly referring to the sowing. 

(312) For he says, as though addressing many reapers, “I 
sent you to reap that in which you have not labored,” and, as 
though many have labored in the sowing, he adds, “Others 
have labored, and you have entered into their labors.”” But 
it is equally possible to take the statement, 

(313) “He who reaps receives a reward,” in a general way, 
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and the next in the same way, “Everyone who reaps receives 
a reward and gathers fruit to eternal life, that everyone who 
sows and everyone who reaps may rejoice together.” 


How Moses and the Prophets Sowed 


(314) Some will accept these interpretations readily and 
have no hesitations about the conclusion that things hidden 
to former generations, including even Moses and the 
prophets, have been revealed to the holy apostles during 
the sojourn of Christ, who enlightened them with the light 
of the knowledge™ of all Scripture. Others, however, will 
hesitate to assent to this, not daring to assert that so greata 
man as Moses and the prophets did not, during their earthly 
life, anticipate the things that have been understood by the 
apostles, and that this could have happened, although these 
things have been sown in the divine Scriptures which they 
themselves served. 

(315) Now the former will use the saying, “Many 
prophets and just men desired to see the things that you 
see, and did not see them, and to hear the things that you 
hear, and did not hear them.” And they will use, “Behold a 
greater than Solomon is here,” and, “In other generations 
it was not known to the sons of men, as it is now revealed to 
his holy apostles and prophets, that the Gentiles are fellow 
heirs, and of the same body, and co-partners of his promise 
in Christ.” They will also use what has been written in the 
Book of Daniel following a vision, “I arose, and there was no 
one who comprehended it,”” along with the statement in 
Isaias, “The words of this book are as a book of man that has 
been sealed, which, if they give it to a man who is not edu- 
cated, saying, Read it, he will say, I am not educated; and 
they will give it to the educated man, and he will say, I can- 
not read it for it has been sealed.”** 

(316) The second group, however, will dismiss all these 
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arguments with the statement, “A wise man will understand 
the words from his own mouth, and upon his lips he bears 
knowledge.” They will say that Moses and each of the 
prophets understood the mysteries supplied by them so that 
they did not pass them on to others without pondering 
them. Since, however, they will assert, the apostles lived in 
the time of revelation, they would have said, “Stand fast, and 
hold the traditions that you were taught,” and, “The 
things that you have heard from me through many witness- 
es, the same commit to faithful men who will be able to 
teach others also.”*' Moreover, this second group will argue 
that if many prophets and just men desired to see what the 
apostles saw, and [hear] what they heard when the Savior 
spoke,*” they had no desire at all to hear the words of the 
writings of the law and the prophets, but wanted to hear 
words greater than these, which are announced to the apos- 
tles by the Savior in the spiritual meanings of the law and 
the unutterable mysteries of the prophets. It was to such 
mysteries that the saying refers, “I heard secret words, which 
it is not granted to man to utter,” and words similar to 
those spoken by the Paraclete. 

(317) But in addition to these matters let us also examine 
what it is that the Evangelist declares to be the reason the 
reaper receives a reward and gathers fruit to eternal life 
when he says, “That he who sows and he who reaps may re- 
joice together.” 

(318) Now if “[the reaper] receives a reward and gathers 
fruit to eternal life, that he who sows and he who reaps may 
rejoice together,” perhaps the sower, by sharing in the re- 
ward of the reaper and in the gathering of the fruit that is 
gathered to eternal life, will rejoice together with the 
reaper. 

(319) But someone else will say that Moses and the 
prophets have accurately understood the spiritual meaning 
of all the books of the law and the prophets, but that the 
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things they sowed had to be written in words that were 
veiled and obscure.** And because, “If a prudent man hear 
a wise word, he will praise it and add to it,” it is clear that 
the apostles, by using the seeds of mysteries that are even 
more unutterable and deeper, seeds understood by Moses 
and the prophets, have gone beyond them to attain visions 
of the truth that are far greater, when Jesus lifts up their 
eyes*® and enlightens their understandings. These visions 
which were far greater were the harvest of many fields. It 
was not as though the prophets and Moses were inferior 
from the beginning and [did not see] as many things as the 
apostles did at the times of Jesus’ sojourn. It was rather a 
matter of waiting for the fullness of time*’ when it was fit- 
ting, in keeping with the special character of the sojourn of 
Jesus Christ, that special things also, beyond anything that 
had ever been spoken or written in the world, be revealed 
by the one who did not consider “being equal to God” rob- 
bery, but who emptied himself and took the “form of a ser- 
vant.”°°* 


For in this is the saying true, that it is one who sows 
and another who reaps. (John 4.37) 


(320) If we interpret the words in this passage on the 
model of what we said about the arts and sciences,*” it is 
clear how the saying is true that one sows and another 
reaps. Or, if we take them to refer to the fact that Moses and 
the prophets have sown,*” but those who have lifted up their 
eyes, as our Savior Jesus instructed, that they might see how 
the fields were already white for harvest’ have understood 
their hidden meaning when the fields had become white, it 
is also obvious in this way how one sows and another reaps. 

(321) But consider if it is possible to understand the use 
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of “one” and “another” to have reference to the fact that the 
former are justified on the basis of one way of life, and the 
latter on the basis of a different way, so that we can say that 
one belongs to the law and the other to the gospel. Never- 
theless they rejoice together*” because there is one goal 
from one God through one Jesus Christ stored up for both 
in one Holy Spirit. 


(322) But Heracleon explained the saying, “That he who sows 
and he who reaps may rejoice together,”® in this way. For the sower 
rejoices, he says, because he sows. And because some of his seeds are already 
being gathered, he has the same hope also for the rest. The reaper, on the 
other hand, rejoices likewise because he also reaps. But the sower began 
first, [and] the reaper later. 

(323) For both could not begin at the same time. Sowing had to come 
first, then later reaping. When the sower has ceased sowing, however, the 
reaper will yet reap. For the present, however, both rejoice together as they 
carry on their individual work because they consider the perfection of the 
seeds a common joy. 

(324) He also has the following to say on the statement, “In this 
is the saying true, that it is one who sows and another who reaps”: 
The Son of Man above the Place sows, and the Savior, who is also himself 
Son of Man, reaps and sends the angels as reapers, each for his own soul. 
The disciples represent the angels. He has not at all set forth clearly 
who the two Sons of Man are, one who sows and the other who 
reaps. 


I have sent you to reap that in which you have not 
labored; others have labored, and you have entered 
into their labor. (John 4.38) 


(325) It is not difficult, on the basis of our previous dis- 
cussion, to see how Jesus sent the disciples to reap that in 
which they themselves had not labored, but those before 
them had labored. For after Moses and the prophets la- 
bored that they might be able to advance to an understand- 
ing of the mysteries whose traces they left for us in their own 
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writings, the apostles entered into the labor of Moses and 
the prophets, reaping and gathering into the granaries of 
their own soul the spiritual sense in those writings as Jesus 
unfolded their meaning. 

(326) Now, the Word always makes the labors of the for- 
mer men clearer to those who are genuinely disciples, so 
that they do not have to experience the same labor with 
those who have sown. 


The Labors of the Angels 


But we must consider everything that concerns those 
[who are sown] by some [and] reaped [by others]. In partic- 
ular we must consider whether, since the angels have been 
assigned to the sowing of men, the apostles, who are their 
co-laborers in the perfection of those who have been sown, 
perhaps enter into the labor of others by reaping and dis- 
covering fruits in those benefitted, which Jesus’ sojourn has 
made ripe for harvest even prior to the anticipated four 
month period.*” 

(327) And if these things are so, it is worthwhile to see if 
the service of the angels in sowing souls in bodies is labored 
because they bring together two somewhat opposing na- 
tures into one composition and, at the appointed time, 
begin to make the constitution concerning each one while 
they also advance that which was formed earlier to perfec- 
tion. 

(328) But someone will object that on the contrary God 
himself is said to form men in the statement, “Your hands 
have made me and formed me,” and in addition, “Before I 
formed you in the womb, I knew you, and before you came 
forth out of the womb, I sanctified you.” 

(329) One must reply to this that just as the law was or- 
dained by angels,*® [and “the] word spoken [by angels] be- 
came steadfast,” although it is obvious that it was spoken 
by God, so it is also possible to say that God forms man in 


364. Cf. Mt 13.30. 365. Cf. Jn 4.35. 
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the womb by the angels who have been appointed over cre- 
ation. 

(330) Now, I do not know if it is applicable also to say 
something like this to one who is in doubt. Job and David, 
who said, “Your hands have made me and formed me,”” 
were formed by God because they were God’s portion.™” Je- 
remias too, who hears the words, “Before I formed you in 
the womb I knew you,”” has been formed by him, since he 
will be God’s portion. But those who are the portion of oth- 
ers are formed by those who have obtained them as their 
portion. 

(331) This explanation will take the command, “Let us 
make man according to our image and our likeness,” in a 
more ingenious manner. God says this of all men and initi- 
ates the work which is later [performed]** by others to 
whom the command comes in relation to the appointed 
portion. It is to these that God says, “Let us make man.”” It 
is to these also that he says in the confounding of the di- 
alects, “Come and let us go down and confound there their 
tongue.” 

(332) Now we do not offer this as our opinion, for mat- 
ters of such magnitude need to be thoroughly examined to 
see if they are so or not. On the other hand, such an inter- 
pretation must not be dismissed contemptuously. Each per- 
son is the portion of someone according to the statement, 
“When the Most High divided the nations, and when he 
scattered the sons of Adam, he appointed the bounds of the 
nations according to the number of the angels of God; and 
Jacob became the Lord’s portion, his people; Israel the al- 
lotment of his inheritance. ”” 

(333) Now if each person is without a doubt someone’s 
portion because God has scattered the sons of Adam, then 
each of the angels labors on behalf of his own portion, ad- 


370. Ps 118.73; cf. Jb 12.10. 371. Cf. Ps 118.57. 
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ministering what pertains to it. In the sojourn of the Savior, 
however, when they are brought into captivity to the obedi- 
ence of Christ,*” Christ receives them from the portion of 
all the angels through the servants of the gospel, the apos- 
tles, evangelists, and teachers.*” The Gentiles also approach 
to become the inheritance of Christ.” 

(334) Perhaps, then, for this reason it can be said to the 
apostles, who will be told a little later, “Go, teach all na- 
tions,” “Others have labored, and you have entered into 
their labor.” 

(335) And if it is the holy angels who have received the 
remaining portions in addition to the chosen portion and 
who have been appointed over the dispersion of souls, it is 
not strange that the one who sows and the one who reaps re- 
joice together after the harvest.” 


(336) Heracleon says that these seeds were sown neither through 
them nor by them (and he means the apostles), but that those who have 
labored are the angels of the dispensation, through whom, as mediators,*° 
they were sown and brought up. And on the statement, “You have en- 
tered into their labor,” he set forth his view as follows. Sowing and 
reaping are not the same kind of labor. For those who sow sow in the cold 
after wearily digging the earth, and care for it throughout the winter by hoe- 
ing and pulling the weeds.™ The others, however, in summer, enter into 
fruit which has been prepared and reap with rejoicing. 

(337) Now it is possible for the reader, by comparing what we 
have said and what Heracleon has said, to see what sort of things 
can be gained from these explanations. 


Now many Samaritans of that city believed because 
of the word of the woman who testified that, He told 
me all the things which I have done. (John 4.39) 


(338) After the Samaritan woman left her water jar and 
went into the city to announce the things concerning the 
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Savior,” and while those who believe the word of the 
woman are coming to the Lord, the Savior meanwhile, ad- 
dressing the disciples, has spoken the previously mentioned 
words when the disciples requested that he eat.” 

(339) And after the words addressed to the disciples that 
we have examined to the best of our ability, the Scripture 
takes up again the matters concerning those who have come 
to the Savior from the city and who have believed because of 
the testimony of the woman who said, “He told me every- 
thing which I have done.” 

(340) Now if we grasp what was said above about 
Samaria, the Samaritan woman, and the fountain of Jacob, 
it is not difficult to see how those who have been frustrated 
with false teachings leave the city of opinions, as it were, 
when they happen upon sound teaching. And when they 
have left it, they soundly believe the saving teaching because 
of one woman who had earlier received the saving teaching 
at the fountain of Jacob and who left her previously men-. 
tioned water jar in order to summon others that they too 
might be benefitted in the same way.” 


(341) Heracleon has taken the phrase, “out of the city,” to stand for 
“out of the world,” and the phrase, “because of the word of the woman,” to 
mean “through the spiritual church.” The word “many” signifies that there 
are many natural men. And he says the one woman is the incorruptible 
nature of the Elect which is simple and single. We have opposed these 
interpretations, as we best were able, in our words above. 
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Therefore when the Samaritans came to him, they 
asked him to remain with them. And he remained 
there two days. And many more believed because of 
his word. (John 4.40-41) 

Jesus Remains with the Samaritans 

(342) Someone will plausibly contrast these words with 
the words, “Go not into the way of the Gentiles, and do not 
enter the city of the Samaritans.” For when the Savior 
who said, “Do not enter the city of the Samaritans,” was 
asked to remain with the Samaritans, “he remained there 
two days.” It is clear, therefore, that his disciples had also 
entered with him. 

(343) But we must say to this that to go into the way of 
the Gentiles’? is to adopt some Gentile teaching which is 
foreign to the “Israel of God”*’ and to walk according to it. 
And to enter a city of the Samaritans™ is to be engaged in 
some knowledge falsely so-called*” of those who claim to de- 
vote themselves to the words of the law or the prophets or 
the Gospels or the apostles. 

(344) But it is possible that when the Samaritans left 
their own city and came to Jesus beside Jacob’s fountain,” 
Jesus welcomed the decision of those who believed and re- 
mained with those who asked. 

(345) I think that John deliberately has not written that 
the Samaritans “asked him” to enter Samaria, or to enter 
the city, but “to remain with them.” For “to remain with the 
believer” and “to enter his city” are not the same. Moreover, 
in what follows he does not say, ‘And he remained in that 
city two days,’ or, ‘He remained in Samaria,’ but, “He re- 
mained there,” that is, with those who asked. 

(346) For Jesus remains with those who ask, and especial- 
ly when those who ask him come out of their city and come 
to Jesus, as if in imitation of Abraham when he obeyed God 
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who said, “Go forth out of your country and from your kin- 
dred, and out of your father’s house.””” 

(347) And Jesus remains two days with those who asked 
him, for they did not yet comprehend also his third day, 
since they were not able to comprehend anything miracu- 
lous, such as those who dined with Jesus on the third day at 
the wedding in Cana of Galilee.” 

(348) The beginning, therefore, of the many who be- 
lieved from Samaria was the word of the woman who testi- 
fied, “He told me everything that I have done.” But the 
growth and multiplication of “the many more” who believed 
was no longer because of the woman’s word, but because of 
the Word himself. For the Word is not perceived in the same 
way when he himself bears testimony of himself as he en- 
lightens the one receiving him, and when he is testified to 
by being spoken of by another. 


(349) Heracleon has this to say on these passages: He remained 
“with them” and not “in them.” And the two days means either the present 
age and the age to come in marriage,“ or the time before his passion and 
that after the passion, which he spent with them and converted many more 
to faith by his own word, after which he was separated from them. 

(350) But we must remark, in relation to his observation, which 
seems correct, that “with them” and not “in them” has been written, 
that the following statement uses the phrase “with them” in the 
same way. “Behold I am with you all the days.”*” 

(351) For he did not say, “I am in you.” And further, when he 
says the two days are either this age and the one to come, or the time before 
the Passion and after the Passion, he has not understood the ages to 
come after the coming age, concerning which the Apostle says, 
“That he might show in the ages to come.” Nor does he perceive 
that it is not only before and after his Passion that Jesus is with 
those who come to him, after which he is separated from them, for 
Jesus is always with his disciples, never leaving them, so that they 
also say, “And I no longer live, but Christ lives in me.” 
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And they said to the woman: No longer do we 
believe because of your saying, for we ourselves have 
heard, and we know that this is truly the Savior 
of the world. (John 4.42) 


It Is Better To Walk by Sight Than by Faith 

(352) They renounce their faith that was based on the 
speech of the woman when they discover that to have heard 
the Savior himself is better than that faith, so that they, too, 
know “that this is truly the Savior of the world.” It is better 
indeed to become an eyewitness of the Word and to hear 
him, without the use of physical organs and the interven- 
tion of teachers, teaching and bringing images before the 
intellect, which discovers the representations of the truth 
most clearly, than to hear the message about him through 
ministers who have seen him when one neither sees him nor 
is illuminated by his power. 

(353) For it is impossible for one who is taught by some- 
one who has seen him and who describes him, to have the 
same experience that occurred, in respect of the intellect, 
to the one who has seen him. It is better indeed to walk by 
sight than by faith. 

(354) For this reason, those who walk by sight, as it were, 
would be said to be engaged in those gifts which come 
first,” “the word of wisdom” given by the Spirit of God, and 
the “word of knowledge according to the same Spirit.” 
Those who walk by faith, on the other hand, are inferior to 
the former in rank, although faith is a gift according to the 
saying, “And to another, faith in the same Spirit.” 

(355) But we must examine when and how Paul says, 
“For we walk by faith, not by sight.”*° For how, as the majori- 
ty understand it, does he who most solemnly speaks the fol- 
lowing words walk by faith and not by sight? “Am I not free? 
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Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? Are 
you not my work in the Lord?”*” 

(356) Let us see then how we must take the saying, “For 
we walk by faith, not by sight,” when we understand it in 
the context of the words that precede it, “Now he who 
makes us for this very thing is God, who has given us the 
pledge of the Spirit. 

(357) “Therefore always being confident and knowing 
that while we are in the body we are absent from the Lord; 
for we walk by faith, not by sight” (and it is clear that we 
are in the body when we are absent from the Lord), being 
confident, “we choose rather to be absent from the body 
and to be present with the Lord.”*” 

(358) Since these matters are expressed in this way, in 
order to understand what it means to be present in the body 
and to be absent from the Lord, and what it means to be ab- 
sent from the body and to be present with the Lord, let us 
ask ourselves what we will say about the Apostle. Was it that 
being present in the body he was absent from the Lord, or 
that being absent from the body he was present with the 
Lord? 

(359) But clearly, since “those who are in the flesh can- 
not please God,” and the saints are not in the flesh, “but in 
the spirit, if the spirit of God dwells in them,”** Paul was nei- 
ther in the flesh nor in the body, for he speaks the truth 
when he says, “And I think that I too have the spirit of 
God.” He was not indeed present in the flesh and in the 
body, since the one who is present in the body walks by 
faith, not by sight. 

(360) And consider if the precise meaning of the Apostle 
can be that “being in the flesh” and “being present in the 
body” do not mean the same thing.’ “For those who are in 
the flesh cannot please God.” Those, however, who are 
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present in the body “are absent from the Lord,” but they 
walk by faith, though they are not yet able to walk by sight.” 

(361) I think that those who walk according to the flesh 
are in the flesh.“’? Those, however, who do not understand 
the spiritual meanings of Scripture, but nevertheless are 
wholly devoted to it and to its bodily meaning, are present 
in the body and absent from the Lord. For if “the Lord is 
spirit,”*” how is he who does not yet contain the Spirit who 
gives life’ and the spiritual meaning of Scripture not absent 
from the Lord? But such a man walks by faith. The one, 
however, who compares spiritual things with spiritual,’ and 
who becomes spiritual, the man who judges all things but is 
himself judged by no one,” is absent from the body and 
present with the Lord.** 

(362) Now it seems good to us that we have made these 
comments, although it has involved a digression into the 
apostolic sayings. At any rate these comments are most ur- 
gent in regard to the distinction in the account of the 
Samaritans who no longer believe because of the saying of 
the woman, but who have heard and know that “this is the 
Savior of the world.” There is nothing astonishing, however, 
in the fact that some are said to walk by faith and not by 
sight, and others to walk by sight, which is greater than walk- 
ing by faith. 


(363) Heracleon takes the statement, “No longer do we believe 
because of your saying,” in a rather simple way. He says zt lacks the 
word “alone.” For further, on the statement, “For we ourselves have 
heard and know that this is the Savior of the world,” he says, For 
men believe in the Savior first by being led by men, but whenever they read 
his words, they no longer believe because of human testimony alone, but be- 
cause of the truth itself. 
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Now after two days he departed from there into 
Galilee. For Jesus himself testified that a prophet has 
no honor in his own country. (John 4.43-44) 


A Paradoxical Statement 


(364) This text appears very inconsistent. What does the 
statement, “Jesus himself testified that a prophet has no 
honor in his own country,” have in common with the fact 
that he has departed from the Samaritans after he had re- 
mained with them two days and is going into Galilee? 

(365) For if Samaria were his country and he had been 
dishonored there, and this were his reason for departing 
after spending no more than two days, it would have been 
consistent to say, “For Jesus himself testified that a prophet 
has no honor in his own country.” 

(366) Or even if it had been written, And after two days 
he departed into Galilee, but he was not in his own country, 
“for Jesus himself testified that a prophet has no honor in 
his own country,” the statement would be appropriate. 

(367) Perhaps this is the intention of the saying, but John 
has expressed what he meant obscurely because he was un- 
skilled in the language. For he has not said where in Galilee 
they welcomed him, “because they had seen all the things 
that he did in Jerusalem at the feast.””° But also after this he 
has recorded that Jesus came “into Cana of Galilee.” Now, 
the Evangelist is clear in his own mind and has no doubt 
about what is proposed. 

(368) Having mentioned previously, therefore, how the 
Lord leaves Judea and goes into Galilee, and having de- 
scribed what was said near the field that Jacob gave to 
Joseph beside Jacob’s fountain (since “he had to go through 
Samaria”), and how he remained two days with the Samar- 
itans, he gives an account of his arrival in Galilee, although 
not a few things indeed were said in the interval. 

(369) And since we have said previously that Judea, 
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which lies somewhere above, is a symbol of something bet- 
ter, and Galilee of something inferior, in accordance with 
this, God, who is benevolent, does not disdain to visit those 
who are needy and inferior. For this reason also he quickly 
left the Samaritans in order to appear to the Galileans who 
would eagerly receive him, and to heal the ruler’s son.” 

(370) And after he has done these things in Galilee, he 
goes up to Jerusalem when the feast of the Jews is at hand 
and makes the feast better and more joyful by his own visita- 
tion.*” 


“A Prophet Has No Honor in His Own Country” 


(371) Now let us see also what the saying means, “For 
Jesus himself testified that a prophet has no honor in his 
own country,” and let us seek a meaning of the saying wor- 
thy of Jesus who gives the testimony. 

(372) The country of the prophets, of course, was in 
Judea, and it is clear that they had had no honor among the 
Jews, since they were stoned, sawn in two, tried, and put to 
death by the sword. Because they were dishonored, they 
went about in sheepskins and goat skins, being in need, af- 
flicted, and ill-treated.*' 

(373) The Jews are reproached, indeed, by the one who 
addressed them with the words, “Which of the prophets 
have not your fathers persecuted? And they have slain those 
who foretold the coming of the Just One.”*” Finally, when 
they had also dishonored the prophet par excellence be- 
cause of whom the prophets had become prophets, they 
said, “Away with him, away with him, crucify him.”*° 

(974) But all the prophets have been honored in my 
country. This includes the one who arose from God in ac- 
cordance with what Moses said of him, “The Lord your God 
will raise up for you a prophet like me from your brothers. 
You shall hear him.” For his country was not among the 
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Gentiles, who have received salvation by the transgression of 
Israel.*” 

(375) Now it is also written in other places, “No prophet 
is acceptable in his country and in his house.”** And it is 
useful indeed, once we have brought together the related 
saying from the Gospels with this one, to see when and on 
what occasion the Savior said this. 

(376) The truth of the Savior’s statement is amazing. It is 
applicable not only to the holy prophets who were dishon- 
ored by their fellow countrymen, and to our Lord himself, 
but also to those who have busied themselves in any field of 
learning and have been despised by their fellow citizens 
with the result that some of them, too, have been executed. 

(377) One can, however, pick these things up for oneself 
from Greek stories about philosophers and astronomers or 
those who were preeminent in any field of learning whatev- 
er. And these too are the words of those who dishonor 
them, “Is not this the carpenter’s son? Is not his mother 
called Mary? And are not his brothers with us? Whence, 
then, has he all these things?”*”’ 

(378) What has happened in the case of the prophets is 
most paradoxical indeed. While alive their fellow citizens 
dishonored them, but dead they respect them by building 
and adorning their tombs.*” 

(379) Now when someone abandons the Spirit that gives 
life, which is present in the intentions of the prophetic writ- 
ings, and respects and adorns the letter that kills,” thinking 
that the beauty of prophecy is in the bare interpretation of 
the letter, he builds and adorns the very tombs of the 
prophets. 

(380) This is the work of the scribes and Pharisees who 
are attacked by the Lord.*” The scribes, on the one hand, 
get their name from the bare letter.“ The Pharisees, on the 
other hand, are those who have separated themselves and 
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destroyed the divine unity, for “Pharisees” means, “those 
who have separated themselves.”*” 


When, then, he came into Galilee, the Galileans 
received him, having seen all the things he had done 
at Jerusalem at the feast, for they also went to the 


feast. (John 4.45) 


(381) It is worthwhile to see the reason for the reception 
that the Galileans gave the Savior when he came into 
Galilee, since it was of such magnitude that it caused them 
to be amazed and astonished at the Savior with the result 
that they received him. Furthermore, to what numerous 
deeds, as it were, performed by Jesus in Jerusalem does the 
clause refer, “Having seen all the things he had done at 
Jerusalem at the feast”? 


Jesus’ Deeds at Jerusalem 


(382) We find nothing mentioned earlier except that, 
“He found in the temple those selling cattle and sheep and 
doves and the money-changers sitting. And when he had 
made a scourge of cords he drove them all out of the tem- 
ple, both the sheep and the cattle, and he poured out the 
coins of the exchangers and overturned their tables. And he 
said to those selling doves: “Take these things out of here; 
do not make my Father’s house a house of merchandise.’”*” 

(383) What, then, is so extraordinary in these deeds, that 
the Galileans were moved on the basis of them to receive 
the Lord? For it is testified that they received him because 
they had gone to the feast in Jerusalem and had seen all the 
things that Jesus did there. 

(384) If we recall our remarks on this passage, which 
show that the Savior’s power is seen no less in these acts 
than in his power to cause the blind to see, the deaf to hear, 
and the lame to walk,“* we must say that perhaps the 
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Galileans were [not] misled when they reflected and were 
astounded at the divinity of Jesus and received him when he 
came into Galilee, “having seen all the things he had done 
in Jerusalem.” 

(385) Now “all things” included driving the sheep and 
cattle out of the temple with a scourge of cords, pouring out 
the coins of the exchangers and overturning their tables, 
and saying authoritatively to those selling doves, “Take these 
things out of here; do not make my Father’s house a house 
of merchandise.”** 

(386) But I think these were not the only things he did 
then, but that he also performed other signs. For this state- 
ment is added to those words, “Now when he was at 
Jerusalem at the Pasch on the festival day, many believed in 
his name, seeing the signs that he did.” And furthermore, 
Nicodemus says, “Rabbi, we know that you have come from 
God as a teacher, for no one can do these signs which you 
do, unless God be with him.” 

(387) It is possible, however, that a Galilean happened to 
be in Jerusalem, where the temple of God is located, to cele- 
brate the festival, and saw everything that Jesus did there, 
and especially how he cast out all those selling cattle, sheep, 
and doves, along with the sheep, the cattle, and the rest, 
with the scourge he made from cords.** 

(388) For the feast in Jerusalem marks the beginning of 
the Galileans’ reception of the Son of God when he came to 
them. For if they had not seen his deeds at the feast, they 
would not have received him. Nor would he himself have 
visited them so eagerly, having left those who asked him “to 
remain with them,” if the Galileans had not been previ- 
ously prepared to receive him. 

(389) Those, however, who have received Jesus have also 
received the one who sent him, for he says, “He who re- 
ceives me receives him who sent me.”” First, then, we must 
see, that is, understand, all the works of Jesus in Jerusalem. 
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This means we must see how he cleanses the temple, having 
restored it to be “the Father’s house” and no longer a 
“house of merchandise,”*! so that, once we have seen these 
works, we may receive the Word who effects them. 

(390) And I think that he who has not seen all the works 
of Jesus in Jerusalem will not receive Jesus, or that Jesus will 
not make this visit, of which the visit to Galilee is a symbol,*” 
to those who have not formerly gone up to the feast and 
seen all the things that he did in Jerusalem. 


He came again, therefore, into Cana of Galilee where he 
had made the water wine. (John 4.46) 


The Two Sojourns of the Savior 


(391) We said as much as we were able to say about Cana 
in our remarks above.** But two sojourns in Cana are not in 
vain for Jesus, for perhaps they indicate the two sojourns of 
the Savior in the world.** The former occurred that he 
might gladden those who feasted with him, and the second, 
that he might restore the son who was near death, [not] the 
son of a king, but of some royal official.” 

(392) Perhaps the royal official was Abraham or Jacob, 
whose son (being the people) he will save at the end after 
the fullness of the Gentiles enter.*° There can also be two 
visits of the Word in the soul. The first provides the wine 
made from water for the gladness of those feasting together, 
and the second removes every lingering illness and the 
threat of death. 

(293) And since the majority of God’s works are veiled, it 
is not strange if Jesus, while performing many works for the 
salvation of people everywhere, of which the other places 
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that are recorded are types, visits this Cana twice to confirm 
for himself the possession of those from this earth who be- 
lieve in the Father through him. 


And there was a royal official whose son was sick at 
Capharnaum. [When he heard that Jesus had come 
from Judea into Galilee, he went to him and asked him 
to come down and heal his son, for he was at the point 
of death. Jesus therefore said to him, Unless you see 
signs and wonders, you do not believe. The official 
said to him, Lord, come down before my son dies. 
Jesus said to him, Go, your son lives. The man believed 
the word that Jesus spoke and departed. As he was 
going down, however, his servants met him and said 
that his son lived. Therefore he asked of them the 
hour at which he had got better. And they said to him 
that the fever left him at the seventh hour. Therefore 
the father knew that that was the hour at which Jesus 
had said to him, Your son lives,]*’ and he and his 
whole house believed. (John 4.46—53) 


(394) We do not find the royal official’s name used at all 
by the Jews. For this reason we pay no attention even in the 
literal sense to who this royal official was and what king he 
was named after. 

(395) A simpleminded man will think that this royal offi- 
cial was one of king Herod’s men, and another of similar 
understanding will say that he was of Caesar’s house,** per- 
forming some duty concerning Judea at the time. He is 
clearly not found to be a Jew, since it does not follow that be- 
cause his son was sick in Capharnaum that he was a kinsman 
of those in those regions. 

(396) His dignity appears also from the fact that his ser- 
vants have already come to meet him while he is going 
down, to tell him that his child lives, for “servants” are men- 
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tioned in the plural. Therefore, let what once happened in 
the literal sense be as described, and let the son of the royal 
official have gotten better at the seventh hour, having been 
freed from his fever by the word of the Savior, and let his 
whole house have believed. 


The Royal Official and His Son as Symbols 

(397) But come, let us inquire, as best we are able, of 
whom this royal official and his son can be a symbol. We 
have known of no other great king at least, whose city is the 
true Jerusalem,*” and who is king of kings,*® who has gone 
into a far country to receive a kingdom for himself and to 
return,” and has ascended as king, than the one who said, 
“But I have been appointed king by him over Zion, his holy 
mountain, preaching the commandment of the Lord.” 

(398) Those who see his day and rejoice are all royal offi- 
cials, and those who believe in the Father through him are 
named after his kingdom. We are investigating a particular 
one of these royal officials and his sick son, and the other 
events connected with the story. 

(399) Now, we said above™ that all the people are sons of 
Abraham, as even they themselves boastfully say, “We are the 
seed of Abraham, and we have never been slaves to any- 
one,™® and, “Are you greater than our father Abraham, who 
is dead?” 

(400) For, as the people boast on the basis of Abraham 
more than on the rest of the fathers who also come after 
him, the Savior also says, “Do not begin to say, We have 
Abraham for our father,” or, “Think not to say, We have 
Abraham for our father. God is able of these stones to raise 
up children to Abraham.”*’ 

(401) Moreover, Isaias says to the people, “Look to Abra- 
ham your father, and to Sara who bore you.”** 
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(402) Why must we prolong the discourse with examples, 
when it is clear that Abraham is called father of the people 
first, for which reason he also receives the name “father” ex- 
clusively? We think, therefore, that the royal official is Abra- 
ham, and his son who is sick in Capharnaum and about to 
die is the Israelite race. This race is sick as a result of its 
piety and observance of the divine laws, and is at the point 
of dying to God, inflamed by the fiery missiles of the 
enemy*” and consequently is said to be feverish. 

(403) Now it appears that those saints who have previous- 
ly departed this life are concerned about the people, as it is 
written in the Machabees so many years after the assump- 
tion of Jeremias, “This is Jeremias, the prophet of God, who 
prays much concerning the people.”*” 

(404) Consider, therefore, if we can take it that Abraham, 
being some royal official, thought it worthwhile, when his 
son was sick and about to die, that our Savior help his suffer- 
ing son, and went to him and asked that he descend and 
heal his son, for he was about to die. 

(405) The reply given him, “Unless you see signs and 
wonders,” refers to the multitude of his sons, and perhaps 
even to himself.*” For just as John, although he expected 
the sojourn of Christ, required the sign that was given, that 
thereby he might recognize the one who was prophesied 
(and the sign was: “Upon whomever you see the Spirit de- 
scending and remaining upon him, this is the Son of 
God”), so also the saints who have already died, because 
they too expect the sojourn of the Christ in the body, ob- 
serve his character from his signs and wonders, and believe 
in the one awaited through these signs and wonders. 

(406) Earlier, however, the royal official beseeches the 
Lord to come down to his sick child, fearing that death 
might come first and prevail over the one who was sick. 
Christ drives away his fever with a word, and gives the father 


469. Cf. Jn 4.46. 470. Cf. Eph 6.16. 

471. Cf. 2 Mc 15.14. 

472. Origen’s comment is probably based on the fact that the verb is 
second person plural. 


473. Cf. Jn 1.33-34. 


156 ORIGEN 


the news concerning the life of his endangered son in the 
words, “Go, your son lives.” 

(407) But this royal official has not only a son, but also 
servants, a humbler and subordinate class of believers, of 
whom Abraham’s servants who were born at home and 
those who were purchased were a symbol.*” 

(408) These servants who attend the sick child perceive 
his salvation and go to meet the father to report the good 
news about the life of his son who was healed by the words, 
“Your child lives.” They were happy*” because they did not 
think earlier that their master’s child would live. Nor is it to 
no purpose that the fever leaves him in the seventh hour, 
for the number seven stands for rest.*” 

(409) The son, however, is in Capharnaum. He who is 
sick and is healed, who is in the “field of exhortation,”*” rep- 
resents those who have become weary, but who are not com- 
pletely devoid of fruits. And the father’s faith reaches its 
highest perfection when he, along with all his household, 
believes in Christ after he has come to know of his son’s sal- 
vation. 

(410) In the next words in the text we shall explore, as 
best we are able, how Jesus performed this second sign after 
he came down from Judea to Galilee.*” 

(411) We must also consider if this royal official is an 
image of some power of the rulers of this world,*” and if his 
son is an image of those people with him who are under his 
authority in differing degrees, and, if I may put it this way, is 
an image, as it were, of the elect who are with him. And we 
must see if his sickness is his bad attitude contrary to the will 
of the ruler, and if Capharnaum is the image of the region 
of the abode of those under him. 

(412) For I think that some of the rulers have also been 
astounded by his power and divinity, and have fled to him 
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for refuge, and have prayed for those they governed. For 
why are men granted repentance and the opportunity to 
change from unbelief to faith, yet we are hesitant to say the 
same thing in the case of the powers? 

(413) Or, let someone tell us why it is that those who have 
been clothed in flesh and blood are able, when they change, 
to take refuge in God through Christ, but all those who ex- 
perience a purer nature are incapable of experiencing faith 
in the Savior and amazement at the marvelous miracles he 
performed. I think, however, that something happened also 
concerning the rulers so that they changed for the better in 
the sojourn of Christ, and consequently whole cities or even 
nations have been more friendly towards matters related to 
the Christ than many others. 

(414) And according to this interpretation it will not be 
strange that it is said to the royal official, “Unless you see 
signs and wonders, you will not believe.” 

(415) And when the royal official has come to him, he 
can earnestly request that the power of God come down to 
the place of the child’s sickness and heal the one who is 
sick. There is absolutely no need, however, that he go down 
to the royal official’s feverish son, for the statement that is 
made, “Your son lives,” is sufficient for the salvation of the 
child, since the word is active and creative of the things that 
the speaker wishes. 


Heracleon’s Understanding of the Royal Official 


(416) Heracleon, however, seems to say that the royal official is 
the Demiurge, since he also ruled those under him. And because his king- 
dom is small and temporal, he says he was called a royal official, as if he 
were some petty king appointed over a small kingdom by the universal king. 
And he interprets his son in Capharnaum as the one in the lower part 
of the middle region, which is near the sea, that is, which has been com- 
bined with matter, and he says that his own man was sick, that ts, was 
not in his natural condition, and was in ignorance and sins. 

(417) Then the words, “from Judea to Galilee,” are taken to 
mean “from the Judea above.” . . . But I do not know how, moved by 
the statement, “He was about to die,” he thinks the teachings of those 
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who suppose that the soul is immortal are overthrown, assuming that the 
statement that both the soul and the body perish in Gehenna*' 
contributes to the same view. 

(418) Heracleon does not think that the soul is immortal, but 
that it is capable of salvation. He says that the soul is the corruptible 
that is clothed with incorruption and the mortal with immortality when its 
“death is swallowed up in victory.”*? 

(419) In addition to these comments, he also says the statement, 
“Unless you see signs and wonders, you will not believe,” is properly made 
to a person such as this whose nature is determined by works and who is 
persuaded by sense perception, and does not believe the word. 

(420) And he thinks the plea, “Come down before my child dies,” is 
made because death is the goal of the law that destroys through sins.** 
Therefore, he says, the father needs the only Savior to help the son, that is, 
such a nature, before he 1s permanently put to death through sins. 

(421) Furthermore, he has taken the statement, “Your son lives,” 
to have been said humbly by the Savior, since he did not say, “Let him live,” 
nor did he indicate that it was he who had granted him life. But he says 
that after he had gone down to the sick boy and healed him of his illness, 
that is, of his sins, and had given him life through forgiveness, he said, 
“Your son lives.” 

(422) And he says in connection with the statement, the man 
“believed,” that even the Demiurge is willing to believe that the Savior 
can heal even when he is not present. 

(423) And he has taken the servants of the royal official to be the an- 
gels of the Demiurge who report in the statement, “Your child lives,” that he 
is behaving properly and fittingly, and is no longer acting inconsistently. 
And because he thinks the angels first see the actions of men in the 
world, whether they are living rightly and purely since the Savior’s sojourn, 
he thinks the servants report the news about the son’s salvation to the 
royal official. 

(424) Further, he says of the seventh hour, that the nature of the 
one healed is characterized by the hour. In addition, he explained the 
statement, “He and his whole household believed,” to have reference to the 
order of angels and men who are more akin to the Demiurge. 

(425) He says that there is a question as to whether certain angels 
who descended to the daughters of men will be saved.** And he thinks the 
destruction of the men of the Demiurge is revealed in the statement, “The 
sons of the kingdom will go out into outer darkness. ”** 
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(426) Isaias also prophesied of these as follows, “I have begot- 
ten sons, and exalted them, but they have rejected me.” He calls 
them alien sons, wicked and lawless seed,*" and a vineyard that produced 
thorns. 


Objection’s to Heracleon’s Interpretation 


(427) These are Heracleon’s words, which were spoken 
rather presumptuously and impiously. A lengthy argument 
would be needed to demonstrate their truth. 

I do not know how he doubts even the immortality of the 
soul, although he has not understood how many things are 
indicated by the word “death.” 

(428) For one who perceives the meaning must see, by 
precise investigation, if the things referred to are mortal in 
all respects. 

(429) For on the one hand, because the soul is capable 
of sin, and the soul that sins shall die,*” we also will say that 
the soul is mortal. But if he supposes that death means the 
total dissolution and destruction of the soul, we will not 
agree, because we cannot conceive, so far as the concept 
goes, of a mortal essence changing into an immortal one, 
and a corruptible nature changing to incorruption.” For 
this is like saying that something changes from a corporeal 
into an incorporeal nature, as though something common 
underlies the nature of corporeal and incorporeal beings, 
and that this continues constant, as those who are clever 
about these things say that the material remains although 
the qualities change into incorruption. But it is not the 
same for the corruptible nature “to put on incorruption” 
and for the corruptible nature to change into incorrup- 
tion.” 

(430) And we must say the same things also concerning 
the mortal nature, which does not change into immortality, 
but puts it on.*” 

(431) Further, since it was seen that the physical nature is 
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persuaded by works and sense perception, and not by 
words,” we will ask him what kind of nature Paul’s was. For 
if he were of a spiritual nature, how is it that he believed be- 
cause of a miraculous manifestation?™ And if he could not 
believe in any other way than by means of miraculous mani- 
festation, it follows, from their way of thinking, that Paul too 
belongs to the physical nature. 

(432) And how is it not impious to say that the angels of 
the Demiurge see the rightness and purity of the life of 
those who are improved by the Savior’s power before the 
Demiurge sees it? Is it not contrary to the clarity of the 
teaching about the Demiurge? And is it not also contrary to 
the Scripture that says, “Will a man be hidden in secret 
places and I not see him?”*” And, “The Lord who searches 
kidneys and hearts,” and, “The Lord knows the thoughts 
of men, even if they are vain”?*” 

(433) And how will he also maintain the saying, “He who 
knows all things before they happen”?** And why does he 
think the nature of the one healed is designated by the 
number of the hour, rather than the nature of the healing 
that takes place being designated by the appropriate num- 
ber for rest? But that there are corruptions of physical na- 
tures is recorded at the end of his remarks which we set out, 
when he uses an equivocal term and introduces another na- 
ture as a fourth, which he does not wish. 


And this is again the second sign Jesus did when he 
had come out of Judea into Galilee. (John 4.54) 


(434) The saying is ambiguous. On the one hand it 
means something like this: In coming from Judea into 
Galilee Jesus has performed two signs, of which the second 
is the one concerning the royal official’s son. On the other 
hand it means something like this: While there are two signs 
which Jesus performed in Galilee, he has done the second 
after he came from Judea into Galilee. 
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(435) The latter is the meaning to be accepted as correct. 
For Jesus has not performed the first sign since he came 
from Judea into Galilee (the first sign is the changing of the 
water into wine), which occurred the day after Andrew, 
Simon Peter’s brother, asked where Jesus was staying, and 
remained with the Lord about the tenth hour of the day.” 
For it is written, “On the following day he wished to depart 
into Galilee, and he found Philip.” 


The Significance of the Second Sign 


(436) But consider if we can take what the Evangelist in- 
dicates about this being the second sign after the Lord came 
down from Judea into Galilee to refer to the economy of sal- 
vation. 

(437) Now we said in our discussions above that the two 
sojourns of our Savior in Cana can be taken as a symbol of 
his two sojourns on the earth.*’ Cana was so named because 
it had become the “possession”” of him who had received 
all authority in heaven and upon earth.” 

(438) On his first sojourn, therefore, after our baptism, 
he makes us who dwell with him glad, and gives us some of 
the wine of his power to drink. This was water when it was 
first drawn, but became wine when Jesus changed it. For the 
Scripture was truly water before the time of Jesus, but since 
the time of Jesus it has become wine for us. 

(439) On his second visit, however, when he has been en- 
trusted with judgment by God, he releases us from the fever 
at the time of judgment. He releases the royal official’s son 
from fever and heals him completely, whether he be under- 
stood to be the son of Abraham or of some ruler who is 
called a royal official. 

(440) These remarks are related to an interpretation 
which keeps close to the previous interpretations. But since 
we must take thought of ourselves, we must say that it is pos- 
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sible for all his creation to apprehend this twofold sojourn. 

(441) Now you shall consider in relation to this, if we 
must say that the first sojourn is of chief importance and the 
second results from it, so that those who received him on his 
primary sojourn are made glad, but those who were unwill- 
ing previously to drink of his wine are released from every 
sickness and the fiery darts of the enemy” on his second so- 
journ. 


The Healing in Capharnaum 


(442) And the constituents of the first miracle are undi- 
vided, for he who makes the water wine and those who 
drink it are in Cana, but those of the second have a kind 
of division, as it were, for the sick son of the royal official 
was not where Jesus was, for he was not in Cana but in 
Capharnaum.*” 

(443) And the word of power proceeds from Cana, for 
the statement, “Your son lives,” is made in Cana. The work 
of that word, however, takes place in Capharnaum, for there 
the royal official’s sick son was healed by Jesus’ word during 
the seventh hour.” 

(444) Now, we find that this son was healed by a word 
from Jesus when he was not thought to be present with him, 
and also that the healing of the servant of the centurion 
took place in the same way.” For we learn also from the 
centurion that the Lord does not go into his house, because 
he said, “Lord, I am not worthy that you should enter under 
my roof, but only speak the word, and he will be healed.”*" 
Wherefore Jesus says to him, “Go, and let it be done to you 
as you have believed.”” 

(445) Now we have observed also that both the servant of 
the centurion and the son of the royal official were sick in 
Capharnaum. Peter’s mother-in-law, too, was lying sick with 
fever in Capharnaum, and Jesus touched her hand and 
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healed her while she was lying ill. Consequently, she got up 
and served him.°” 

(446) The following people were all healed in Caphar- 
naum during the day: the royal official’s son, who was 
healed during the seventh hour, and the centurion’s servant 
and Peter’s mother-in-law, who were healed before it was 
evening. “And when evening came (in Capharnaum, ac- 
cording to Matthew), they brought many who were pos- 
sessed with demons to him, and he cast out the spirits with a 
word, and he healed all who were sick.™! Some, therefore, 
are healed later by Jesus, and others earlier. For those 
healed during the evening are later, meaning that they are 
inferior to those healed during the day, for they are demon- 
possessed and sick. 

(447) We must earnestly endeavor to assemble the places 
where those in need of healing were found, and we must 
note in what sort of places other signs occurred besides 
those which concern the sick. For example, it was a sign 
when Jesus said in Samaria, “You have had five husbands, 
and he whom you now have is not your husband.” The 
woman was amazed at this and said, “I see that you are a 
prophet.”'® She said to her fellow-citizens, “Come, see a 
man who has told me everything that I have done. Is not 
this the Christ?” 

(448) We must also observe where, why, and in relation 
to what deeds Jesus’ words are spoken, for only by such ob- 
servations and examinations will one find, piece by piece, 
the touchstones,°® the fruits of one’s labors, the blessing in 
the Psalms, which says, “You shall eat the fruits of your 
labors.” 


Signs and Wonders 


(449) Further, we must also say in relation to the state- 
ment, “And this is again the second sign Jesus did,” that 
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nowhere are wonders mentioned alone. For if wonders are 
mentioned anywhere, they are recorded along with signs, as 
in the statement, “Unless you see signs and wonders, you 
will not believe.” Signs, however, may be seen everywhere 
without wonders, as even now. 

(450) We must investigate if there is some kind of distinc- 
tion between wonders and signs. Now, I think that the 
miraculous and marvelous mighty works are called “won- 
ders,” because what happens is miraculous and transcends 
the ordinary, being both marvelous and superhuman. On 
the other hand, things indicative of certain other things 
over and above what occurs are said to be “signs.” For this 
reason we find the term “sign” also used to refer to things 
which are not miraculous. 

(451) At least God speaks of a sign in these words, “You 
shall circumcise every male who belongs to you. And you 
shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and it shall be for 
a sign of the covenant between me and you.”” 

(452) Nowhere, however, are wonders mentioned alone, 
because nothing miraculous happens in Scripture that is 
not also a sign and symbol of something else beyond the lit- 
eral occurrence. Consequently, if anything wondrous had 
been done that was not symbolic of something else, it would 
have been written that Jesus had performed the wonder it- 
self, or, let us say, Moses, or one of the saints. 

(453) Since, therefore, Scripture teaches us that we must 
seek that of which the event is a sign, it is said, “And this is 
again the second sign Jesus did.” When, however, the royal 
official is reproached because he will not believe unless he 
sees miracles, it is no longer said, “Unless you see signs you 
will not believe,” for the signs that occur are not offered to 
produce faith, in so far as they are signs, unless the sign hap- 
pens also to be a wonder. He is told instead, “Unless you see 
signs and wonders, you will not believe.”** You, on the one 
hand, believe because of the miraculous. We, however, in 
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addition to this, and because of that of which the miracu- 
lous is a sign, bring it to its intended goal. 

(454) But you will ask regarding the words in the seventy- 
seventh Psalm, “How he worked his signs in Egypt, and his 
wonders in the field of Tanis,”” whether “signs and won- 
ders” differ in substance or are the same. On the one hand, 
in so far as they are signs, they occurred in Egypt, and Egypt 
itself carries certain spiritual meanings in the anagogical 
sense. On the other hand, in so far as they are wonders, they 
occurred “in the field of Tanis.” Neither the wonders qua 
wonders, nor the field of Tanis qua field of Tanis are given 
an allegorical interpretation. But both the wonders, in so far 
as they are signs, and the field of Tanis, in so far as it 1s 
Egypt, require an anagogical meaning. 

(455) But let us stop the thirteenth book at this point, 
which embraces an explanation of Jesus’ activities from 
their beginning up to his seventh visit.” First he was bap- 
tized at Bethabara beside the Jordan;*”’ second, he made the 
water wine when he visited Cana of Galilee;>* third, he went 
down to Capharnaum,™” and it was fitting that there were 
sick people where he went down; fourth, he went up to 
Jerusalem; fifth, he spent time with his disciples in the 
land of Judea;*" sixth, he taught in Samaria beside Jacob’s 
fountain,®? which we examined as best we were able; and 
seventh, he came a second time to Cana of Galilee.®® In the 
next book, if God grants, we will discuss what Jesus did and 
said at the feast of the Jews in Jerusalem. 


525. Ps 77.43. l ; 
526. From what follows, Origen seems to mean the first thirteen books 
rather than just book thirteen. 


527. Cf. Jn 1.28. 528. Cf. Jn 2.1-11. 
529. Cf. Jn 2.12. 530. Cf. Jn 2.19. 
531. Cf. Jn 9.22. 532. Cf. Jn 4.4-42. 


533. Cf. Jn 4.46. 


BOOK NINETEEN!’ 


Jesus answered, you know neither me nor my Father; if 
you knew me you would know my Father also. 


(John 8.19) 


The Jews Both Know and Do Not Know Jesus 


F THE STATEMENT that says, “And you know me, 
whence I am,” and the one that declares, “You know 
Hi neither me nor my Father,” were addressed to the 
same people, they would obviously appear to be contradicto- 
ry. But, as it is, the one statement, “And you know me,” is ad- 
dressed to certain people of Jerusalem who had said, “Have 
the rulers known truly that this is the Christ? But we know 
this man, whence he is; but when the Christ comes, no one 
knows whence he is.” The other statement, “You do not 
know me,” etc., is addressed to Pharisees who said to him, 
“You testify of yourself; your testimony is not true.” 

(2) But his words, “You do not know the Father,” are ad- 
dressed both to the people of Jerusalem, through the words 
we examined earlier, and to the Pharisees through the 
words now being examined. He addresses the people of 
Jerusalem with the words, “I have not come from myself, but 
he that sent me is true, whom you do not know. I know him 
because I am from him, and he sent me.” To the Pharisees, 
however, he says, “You know neither me nor my Father; if 
you knew me, you would know my Father also.” 

(3) Someone might ask with good reason how the people 


1. Both the beginning and the end of this book are missing. 
2. Cf. Jn 7.28. 3. Jn 7.26—-27. 
4. Cf. Jn 8.13. 5. Jn 7.28-29. 
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of Jerusalem to whom he says, “And you know me,” do not 
know the Father, if the statement is true, “If you knew me 
you would know my Father also.” And John intensifies the 
difficulty in this passage also when he says, in his catholic 
epistle, “The one who denies the Father also denies the Son; 
everyone who denies the Son does not have the Father.” 

(4) For if “the one who denies the Father also denies the 
Son,” and “he who confesses the Son has the Father also,” 
it is clear that the people of Jerusalem, so far as the literal 
sense is concerned, deny the Son too, when they deny the 
Father by not knowing the Father. 

(5) But if they deny the Son, how is it true to say, “And 
you know me”? Again, if the same people know the Son on 
the basis of the statement, “And you know me,” they confess 
the Father, since “he who confesses the Son has the Father 
also.” But if they confess the Father, how is the statement 
true, “But he who sent me is true, whom you do not 
know’?! 


Christ Speaks of Himself Sometimes As a Man, Sometimes As God 


(6) Now, we must say in respect to these problems that at 
one time the Savior is speaking of himself as of a man, but at 
another time he speaks of himself as of a nature that is di- 
vine and united with the uncreated nature of the Father. 
For whenever he says, “But now you seek to kill me, a man 
who has told you the truth,”” he says this knowing that what 
they are attempting to destroy is not God but man. But if he 
says, “I and the Father are one,”” or, “I am the truth and the 
life,” or, “I am the resurrection,” and other similar state- 
ments, he is not teaching about the man whom they are at- 
tempting to destroy. 


6. Jn 7.28. 7.1 Jn 2.22-23. 

8.1 Jn 2.22. Origen has quoted only part of the sentence in Jn, and 
seems to take it in the sense: He who denies the Father also denies the 
Son. 


9. 1 Jn 2.23. 10. 1 Jn 2.23. 
11. Jn 7.28. 12. Jn 8.40. 
13. Jn 10.30. 14. Cf. Jn 14.6. 


15. Jn 11.25. 
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(7) In this manner, therefore, we must also learn from 
the context in our present investigations. The statement, 
“You know me and you know whence I am,” is made of the 
man himself, but the statement, “You know neither me nor 
my Father,” is made of his divinity. For the statement, “You 
know me and you know whence I am,” is preceded by the 
words, “Some, therefore, of Jerusalem said, Is not this he 
whom they seek to kill? And behold, he speaks openly, and 
they say nothing to him. Have the rulers known truly that 
this is the Christ? But we know whence this man is; but 
when the Christ comes, no one knows whence he is.” 

(8) And the statement, “You know neither me nor my Fa- 
ther” is preceded by the words, “The Pharisees therefore 
said to him, You testify of yourself; your testimony is not 
true. Jesus answered and said to them: Although I testify of 
myself, my testimony is true, for I know whence I came and 
where I go. 

(9) ... You judge according to the flesh; I judge no one. 
And even if I do judge, my judgment is true, because I am 
not alone, but there is myself and the Father who sent me.”” 

(10) It is clear, then, from these words that the people of 
Jerusalem said, “We know this man, whence he is,™ refer- 
ring to the fact that he had been born in Bethlehem,” and 
that they understood that he was the one whose mother was 
called Mary, and his brothers were James, John, Simon, 
[and] Judas.” For this reason, he also testifies to those who 
said, “We know whence he is,” with his statement, “You 
know me and you know whence I am.”* But when he said to 
the Pharisees, “Although I testify of myself, my testimony is 
true, because I know whence I came and where I go,” he 
was speaking about his divine nature and, as one might say, 
on the basis of which he was the firstborn of all creation.” 


16. Jn 7.28. 17. Jn 7.28. 

18. Jn 7.25-27. 

19. Cf. Jn 8.13-16. Preuschen thinks the words at the end of v. 14 were 
lost by a scribal error. 


20. Jn 7.27. 21. Cf. Mt 2.1. 
22. Cf. Mt 13.55. 23. Jn 7.27. 
24. Jn 7.28. 25. Jn 8.14. 


26. Cf. Col 1.15. 
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(11) Wherefore, he answers (being a different person, so 
to speak, than the one who says, “And you know me”) those 
who have asked him about these matters and have said, 
“Where is your father?” and says, “You know neither me 
nor my Father.” But it was because of the baseness of the 
Pharisees that they either did not understand that he was 
speaking of the God of the universe when he said, “The Fa- 
ther who sent me testifies of me,” or, if they did understand 
that he was speaking about God, they imagined God to be in 
a place and, therefore, responded, “Where is your father?” 


The Wicked Do Not Know God 


(12) We must recognize, however, that the heterodox 
think that this text proves clearly that the God whom the 
Jews worshipped was not the Father of Christ. For, they say, 
that if the Savior said to the Pharisees who worship the Cre- 
ator, “You know neither me nor my Father,” it is clear that 
the Pharisees did not know the Father of Jesus because he 
was different from the Creator. Neither did the people of 
Jerusalem know him, to whom he said previously, “But he 
who sent me is true, whom you do not know.” They say 
these things, however, because they have not read the divine 
Scriptures, nor observed the usage of language in them. 

(13) For, although one may be able to give a full account 
of matters concerning God, having learned from the fathers 
that he alone is to be worshipped, if one does not live right- 
ly, the Scriptures” say that this person does not possess 
knowledge of God. If, indeed, anyone knew the matters con- 
cerning the Creator and his priestly service, it is clear that 
the sons of Heli the priest did, since they had been reared at 
the place of worship. Nevertheless, because they sinned, 
these words are written of them in the First Book of Kings, 
“And the sons of Heli, pestilent sons, did not know the 
Lord.”” 

(14) So we shall ask the heterodox if the statement, 
“They did not know the Lord,” has not been written of the 


27. Jn 8.19. 28. Jn 8.18. 
2g. Jn 8.19. 30. Jn 7.28. 
31. Lit.: “they say.” 32. Cf. 1 Kgs (1 Sm) 2.12. 
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Creator. And, when they answer that these words are about 
the Creator, we shall ask why it is said of the sons of Heli, 
“They did not know the Lord.” Was it because the words are 
about God the Creator, or was it because of their wicked- 
ness? Now it is clear that it is said that they did not know the 
Lord because of their wickedness. 

(15) And it is possible to find this same thing not only 
concerning Heli’s sons but also concerning other sinful 
rulers in Israel and Juda. So, therefore, the Pharisees too 
did not know the Father, since they were not living in accor- 
dance with the Creator’s will. 


Knowing the Father and Believing in the Father Are 
Not the Same Thing 


(16) But knowing God can also indicate something 
else—knowing God being something other than simply be- 
lieving in God*—as is clear from the statement, “As many 
things as the law says it says to those in the law,”” [since] it is 
clear that [the word “law” also includes]* the prophets, 
whose words are said to be law, as we have demonstrated in 
other places.* Therefore it is said in the Psalms, “Be still and 
know that I am God.” 

(17) But who would not agree that these words have been 
written to people who believe in the Creator? It is not possi- 
ble to know him if one has not become still and purified 
one’s mind, since those who perceive God and see him with 


33. Preuschen thinks there is a corruption in the text here, for, in his 
opinion, the words that follow in the remainder of the sentence have no 
connection with what precedes. 

34. Cf. Rom 3.19. 

35. The bracketed words are Brooke’s suggested emendations. 

36. Cf. Origen, comm. in Rom., in The Philocalia of Origen, ed. J. A. Robin- 
son (Cambridge, 1893), 55.19ff. The whole of section IX in the Philocalia 
contains a discussion of different meanings given to the same word in 
Scripture. The discussion focuses on the word “law,” being a discussion of 
Romans 7.7. This may be the reason Origen introduces a verse about the 
law at this point, i.e. his intention is to remind his readers that the same 
word can mean different things as he has shown in his discussion of the 
word “law” in other places. See R. E. Heine, “A Note on the Text of Ori- 
gen, Commentary on John 19.11.16,” JTS 42 (1991): 596-98. 

37. Ps 45.11. 
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eyes that are more divine have been thought worthy of this 
grace because they have made their heart pure, as the Sav- 
ior testifies saying, “Blessed are the pure in heart, for they 
shall see God.” But at the same time we will also say, in ref- 
erence to the statement, “No one has known the Father, ex- 
cept the Son,”” that to know the Father and to believe in 
him are not the same thing. 

(18) Therefore, the statement, “No one has known the 
Father except the Son,” is not opposed to the statement, 
“And Abraham believed in God and it was reckoned to him 
for justice.” But if anyone thinks we are distorting things 
when we say that believing is not the same as knowing, and 
that it is possible for one to believe and not to have knowl- 
edge of the one believed in by him, let him hear Jesus when 
he says to those Jews who had believed in him, “If you con- 
tinue in my word, you will know the truth, and the truth will 
make you free.”” 

(19) For observe carefully that before the statement, “If 
you continue in my word, you will know the truth,” it has 
been written, “Therefore, Jesus said to those Jews who be- 
lieved in him.” And what he said was, “If you continue in my 
word, you will know the truth.”* 

(20) Now there is a great difference between knowing 
with respect to believing and only believing. “For to one, by 
the Spirit, is given the word of wisdom, and to another, the 
word of knowledge, according to the same Spirit, to anoth- 
er, faith in the same Spirit.”” 


Knowledge of God Leads to Union with God 


(21) I have said these things to show that there is a differ- 
ence between knowing God and believing in him. Now in 
the interest of accuracy let us add this too, by way of com- 
pleting what we have said, that, in respect to the Pharisees 
to whom he says, “You know neither me nor my Father,” one 


38. Mt 5.8. 39. Cf. Mt 11.27. 
40. Cf. Mt 11.27. 41. Rom 4.3; cf. Gn 15.6. 
42. Cf. Jn 8.31-32. 43. Cf. Jn 8.31-32. 


44. 1 Cor 12.8-9. 
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might reasonably have said, “But you do not even believe in 
my Father,” for they did. not believe in the one sent by the 
Father,” and he who denies the Son in no way has the Fa- 
ther. By “in no way” I mean neither by means of faith nor 
knowledge. 

(22) But see if Scripture does not also say elsewhere that 
those who have been made one with and united with some- 
thing know that with which they have been made one and 
have been involved. And before such unity and participa- 
tion, even if they understand the explanations given about a 
thing, they do not know it. 

(23) When, for example, Adam says of Eve, “This is now 
bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh,”” he did not know 
his wife, for it is when he was joined with her that it is said, 
“And Adam knew Eve, his wife.” And if someone should 
take offence because we have used the statement, “And 
Adam knew Eve, his wife,” as an example for the knowl- 
edge of God, let him first consider the statement, “This is a 
great mystery,” and then let him compare what the Apostle 
says about male and female. He uses the same language of 
man and the Lord. “He who is joined to a prostitute is one 
body, and he who is joined to the Lord is one spirit.” 

(24) Therefore, let him who is joined to a prostitute have 
known the prostitute, and let the one joined to his wife have 
known his wife, but more than this, also let him who is 
joined to the Lord have known the Lord in a holy manner. 
Now, if this is so, the Pharisees had known neither the Fa- 
ther nor the Son, and he who said, “You know neither me 
nor my Father,” was correct. But if we should not take “to 
know” in this way, that is, to mean “to be made one with and 
united with” in accordance with our last interpretation, let 
someone explain the words, “But now having known God, 
but rather having been known by God,”” and the words, 
“The Lord has known those who are his. ”” 


45. Cf. Jn 5.38. 46. Cf. 1 Jn 2.23. 
47. Gn 2.23. 48. Cf. Gn 4.1. 
49. Cf. Gn 4.1. 50. Eph 5.32. 
51. Cf. 1 Cor 6.16-17. 52. Gal 4.9. 


53. 2 Tm 2.19; cf. Nm 16.5. 
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(25) For, in our view, the Lord has known those who are 
his because he has been made one with them and has given 
them a share of his own divinity and has taken them up, as 
the language of the Gospel says, into his own hand, since 
those who have believed in the Savior are in the Father’s 
hand. For this reason also, unless they fall from his hand, 
thereby removing themselves from the hand of God, they 
will not be snatched away, for no one snatches anyone from 
the Father’s hand. 


Can One Know God without Knowing the Father? 


(26) After these matters, you will seek, in relation to the 
same statement—TI mean the statement, “You know neither 
me nor my Father”—if it is possible for someone who knows 
God not to know the Father. For if there is one aspect of 
him in accordance with which he is Father, and another in 
accordance with which he is God, perhaps it is possible for 
someone to know God, but not to know the Father beyond 
knowing him as God, and not to know the Father.” 

(27) After the Resurrection, therefore, the Savior says to 
Mary, “Go to my brothers and say to them, I am going to my 
Father and to your Father, to my God and your God.” It is 
indeed possible to agree with the heterodox view, that 
Moses and the prophets did not know the Father. This is, 
perhaps, correct, since assuredly the one who has not 
known the Father has not known the Son. For, on the one 
hand, the Son has known the Father, but the servant has 
known the Lord. And just as we would not be impious if we 
were to say that the Son has not known the Lord (for since 
he is the Son, he has not experienced the Father as master), 
so, while retaining the same God, we will admit nothing out- 
rageous if we say that it was fitting for the Son to know the 
Father, but for the servant to know the Lord, and neither 
has the servant known the Father, nor the Son the Lord. 


54. V omits this last clause. 

55. Cf. Jn 20.17. 

56. Omitting the negative with Blanc. The discussion that follows shows 
that Origen is assuming the possibility that God was not known as Father 
to the writers of the OT. 
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(28) In fact, although there are countless prayers record- 
ed in the Psalms and the prophets, indeed in the law as well, 
we have not found a single person who has prayed and ad- 
dressed God as “Father.” Perhaps it is because they did not 
know the Father. They pray to him as God and Lord, await- 
ing the one who pours out the spirit of adoption” on them 
no less than on those who believe in God through him after 
his coming, unless perhaps Christ had sojourned in them 
spiritually, and they had the spirit of adoption because they 
had been perfected at some time. But they spoke or wrote 
about God as Father in secret and not in a manner intelligi- 
ble to all, so that they might not anticipate the grace that is 
poured out to all the world through Jesus who calls all peo- 
ple to adoption” so that he may declare the name of God to 
his brothers and praise the Father in the midst of the assem- 
bly in accordance with what has been written, “I will declare 
your name to my brothers, in the midst of the assembly I will 
praise you. ”® 


The God of the Prophets and the Creator of the World Is the 
Father of Christ 


(29) The fact, however, that the same God is God of the 
prophets and Creator of the world can be seen from many 
places, but for the present it is sufficient to consider 
Stephen’s sermon to the people in the Acts, when he speaks 
as follows. “Men, brothers and fathers, hear. 

(30) “The God of glory appeared to our father Abraham 
when he was in Mesopotamia, before he dwelt in Charan. 
And he said to him: Go forth out of your country and from 
your kindred,” etc.” Throughout the whole speech one can 
learn incontrovertibly that the God of the prophets is the 
Father of Christ Jesus. 

(31) We learn the same thing also from the Apostle’s 
words in the Epistle to the Romans. “Paul, a servant of 
Christ Jesus, called to be an apostle, separated unto the 


57. Cf. Rom 8.15. 58. Cf. 1 Pt 1.21. 
59. Cf. Eph 1.5. 6o. Ps 21.23; cf. Heb 2.12. 
61. Acts 7.2-3. 
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gospel of God, which he promised before by his prophets in 
the Holy Scriptures, concerning his Son, who was born of 
the seed of David according to the flesh, who was ordained 
Son of God in power according to the Spirit of sanctifica- 
tion by the Resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ from the 
dead, through whom we have received grace and apostle- 
ship for obedience to the faith in all the nations for his 
name, among whom you also are the called of Jesus Christ, 
to all God’s beloved who are at Rome, called to be saints. 
Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord 
Jesus Christ. ”® 

(32) We have learned clearly from these words that the 
Creator and the God of the prophets is also Father of 
Christ, and he is our God and Father. 

(33) Not only, then, did the Pharisees not know the one 
who had given the law, the Father of Christ, either as Father 
or as God, they also, admittedly, did not believe in him in so 
far as he was Father of Jesus and his God, and perhaps [not 
even] in so far as he was the God who created all things. 


The Ascent from the Son to the Father 


(34) But they were also ignorant of the Christ. The Savior 
rebukes them appropriately when he says, “You know nei- 
ther me nor my Father.” I am investigating whether or not 
the statement, “If you knew my Father, you would know me,” 
can be equivalent to the statement, “If you knew me, you 
would also know my Father.” 

(35) I think these statements cannot be equivalent to one 
another. The one who knows the Father ascends from 
knowledge of the Son to knowledge of the Father, and the 
Father is not seen otherwise than by seeing the Son. “For,” 
he says, “he who has seen me has seen the one who sent 
me.”® But he would not have said, “He who has seen the Fa- 
ther has seen me,” since he who has beheld the Word of 
God beholds God, by ascending from the Word to God. It is 
impossible, however, to behold God apart from the Word. 


62. Rom 1.1-7. 
63. Cf. Jn 14.9; 12.44. 
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(36) And he who beholds Wisdom, which God created 
before the ages for his works,” ascends from knowing Wis- 
dom to Wisdom’s Father. It is impossible, however, for the 
God of Wisdom to be apprehended apart from the leading 
of Wisdom. 

(37) And you will say the same thing also about the truth. 
For one does not apprehend God or contemplate him, and 
afterwards apprehend the truth. First one apprehends the 
truth, so that in this way he may come to behold the es- 
sence, or the power and nature of God beyond the essence. 

(38) And perhaps, just as in the temple there were cer- 
tain steps by which one might enter the Holy of Hollies, so 
the Only-Begotten of God is the whole of our steps. And, 
just as the first step is the lowest, and the next higher, and so 
on in order up to the highest, so our Savior is the whole of 
the steps. His humanity is the first lower step, as it were. 
When we set foot on it we proceed the whole way on the 
steps in accordance with those aspects that follow after his 
humanity, so that we go up by means of him who is at the 
same time angel and the other powers. 

(39) And, in accordance with his aspects, since a way dif- 
fers from a door, one must first have gone forth on the way 
so that later he may thus arrive at the door; and one must 
experience his rule insofar as he is shepherd,” so that he 
may also enjoy him as king. And we must first profit from 
him as lamb,” so that he may first remove our sin, and later, 
when we have been cleansed, we may eat of his flesh, the 
true food.® And after one has carefully examined and re- 
ceived the terms similar to these, he will hear the words, “If 
you know me, you also know my Father,” and, “Since you 
know me, you also know my Father.” 


64. Cf. Prv 8.22 (LXX). 
65. Cf. Jn 10.7,9; 14.6. 
66. Cf. Jn 10.11. 

67. Cf. Jn 1.29. 

68. Cf. Jn 6.55. 
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He spoke these words in the treasury while teaching 
in the temple; and no one arrested him because his 
hour had not yet come. (John 8.20) 


The Treasury and Its Offerings 


(40) If it were not to learn something useful from the fact 
that the previously mentioned words related by the Savior 
were spoken in the treasury, the Evangelist would not have 
added to what Jesus had said the words, “He spoke these 
words in the treasury while teaching in the temple.”” If you 
pay attention, indeed, wherever the words are added, 
“These are the words that” he spoke” in such and such a 
place, you will discover the reason for the addition. 

(41) Therefore, in order to understand the significance 
attached to the fact that Jesus spoke these words in the trea- 
sury, we will compare what we have learned from Luke and 
Mark, who also mention the treasury. Luke has the follow- 
ing words. “And he looked up at the rich casting their gifts 
into the treasury, and saw a certain poor widow casting in 
two mites. And he said, Truly I say to you that this poor 
widow has cast in more than all of them, for all these have 
cast into the gifts of God of their abundance, but she, of her 
want, has cast in all the living [that] she had.”” 

(42) The following words are from the Gospel according 
to Mark. “And Jesus stood opposite the treasury and 
watched, and everyone was casting money into the treasury. 
And many who were rich were casting in much. But one 
poor widow came and cast in two mites, which make a far- 
thing. And he summoned his disciples and said to them, 
Truly I say to you that this poor widow has cast in more than 
all those who cast into the treasury. For they all cast in of 
their abundance, but she, of her want, cast in all she had, 
her whole living.”” 

(43) But now let us state what the comparison of the texts 
signifies for me when I observe that the treasury was in the 


70. Jn 8.20. 
71. Preuschen thinks the “that” may be the result of dittography. 
72. Cf. Lk 21.1-4. 73. Cf. Mk 12.41-44. 
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temple, in order to understand the passage of John that is 
before us. If we refer the temple of God and [the things] re- 
lated to the temple anagogically to the spiritual explana- 
tion,” let us consequently also understand the treasury in 
the temple in this way. It is a place of coins contributed for 
the honor of God and a dispensation of rest for the poor. 

(44) Now what else would these coins be than the divine 
words that have the image of the great King” imprinted on 
them, which are examined by trustworthy money-changers 
who know how to separate those coins which are counterfeit 
from the genuine ones, along with those which appear legit- 
imate, and who keep the commandment of Jesus that says, 
“Be trustworthy money-changers,”” and the teaching of Paul 
who declares, “Prove all things, hold fast that which is good; 
abstain from every form of evil.” Now let each one join in 
paying into the upbuilding of the Church, bringing to the 
spiritual treasury what he can for the honor of God and the 
common good. 


It Is the Motivation, Not the Quantity of the 
Offering That Matters 


(45) But since the community can be benefitted in two 
ways, that is, by both the words and the deeds that the just 
man performs, deeds are also fittingly presented to the spiri- 
tual treasury. But since the ability of all is not equal nor 
alike in this life, if, indeed, the householder gave five talents 
to one, two to another, and one to another, to each accord- 
ing to his own ability,” on this basis the living Word accepts 
what he accepts by observing the ability of those casting into 
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what we described as a treasury, not by observing the quanti- 
ty alone of what is contributed. 

(46) For this reason, if someone capable of greater things 
does lesser things in relation to the ability that he has, but 
greater things in comparison with others capable of lesser 
things, [the Word rejects him]” and receives those who have 
done the lesser things with all their ability rather than those 
who have contributed more out of an ability capable of pro- 
viding many times more, [just as] has been written in the 
words that we quoted from both Luke and Mark. 

(47) At the same time, these words teach the one who 
understands them spiritually that those who are considered 
to excel should never exalt themselves against those who are 
inferior so far as the judgment of men is concerned. For let 
no one who is assumed to perform more and better deeds 
compare himself with those who do the most insignificant 
things, so far as human judgment is concerned, and believe 
that he has done everything of which he has been capable, 
or that the other person has not given everything that could 
be demanded by the Word. 

(48) Therefore, Jesus looked up at the rich casting their 
gifts into the treasury, and when he saw the poor widow 
quickly cast two mites” into the cognitive place or the practi- 
cal, although she understood divine things rather simply 
and lived in accordance with her understanding, he said, 
“Truly I say to you that this poor widow has cast in more 
than all of them.” 

(49) He said this as he observed how those who were rich 
in ability and were capable of contributing much more to 
the common good, from their abundance cast the smallest 
portion of what they were capable of contributing into the 
gifts of God. 

(50) And observe also the widow’s needs and the fact 
that she constrained herself and brought her whole living 
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into the treasury in the temple, offering her total ability to 
God.” 

(51) According to Luke, therefore, when Jesus looks up 
at the rich casting their gifts into the treasury, he always sees 
the poor widow also casting in two mites.” But according to 
Mark, he stands opposite the treasury and sees how all the 
people cast their spiritual money into the treasury in accor- 
dance with their ability.* And inasmuch as he alone can see 
the rich, he sees if ever a poor and needy soul contributes 
with her total ability, and for this reason is justified rather 
than the many who are rich. 

(52) He does not say these things to just anyone, but, as 
Mark says, to his disciples.” For at this time he also sum- 
mons his disciples and says to them, to teach them to see 
not as man will see, but as God will see (“For man will look 
on the countenance, but God will look on the heart”), 
“Truly I say to you that this poor widow has cast in more 
than all of those casting into the treasury,” etc.*’ 


The Words of Jesus in the Temple Are His Offerings 


(53) What is the meaning of all this present discussion 
for me in explaining the statement, “These are the words 
that he spoke in the treasury, while teaching in the temple”? 
It is to show that if all contribute the things to support the 
needy into the treasury of the temple on behalf of the com- 
mon good, Jesus, more than all others, should have brought 
things that were beneficial. These were the words of eternal 
life® and his teaching about God and himself. 

(54) His statement, “I am the light of the world,” which 
was spoken in the treasury, was more valuable than any coin, 
and likewise his statement, “If you knew me, you would also 
know my Father,”” and all his other teachings in that place. 

(55) And all the gold of the others who brought what 
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they had into the treasury was like a bit of sand in compari- 
son to the words of Jesus, for every word of his was wisdom. 
“And all gold in the presence of wisdom is like a bit of sand, 
and silver will be counted as clay in her presence.”™ 

(56) These matters will be understood clearly by those 
who have learned to listen to the wisdom spoken to the per- 
fect, a wisdom which has been hidden in mystery, “which 
God ordained before the ages for the glory” of his just 
ones.” They will be understood by those who are able to 
look at the pre-eminence of God’s wisdom beyond the “wis- 
dom of this age” or “of the rulers of this age who are perish- 
ing,”” who consult their own prophets, as it were, and pre- 
fer other words, whatever they might be, rather than the 
truth. For the remaining wisdoms that are thought to be 
gold are as a bit of sand in the presence of the wisdom” that 
God created as a beginning of his ways for his works,” and 
the bright and persuasive reason that is thought to be silver, 
shall be counted as clay [in the presence of]®* the pure ora- 
cles of the Lord, which have been tested in fire, purified 
seven times,” and are tried and true, inasmuch as they have 
come forth from the Word which was with God in the begin- 
ning.” 


Our Offerings Should Be Genuine 


(57) We quoted the words from the book entitled Wis- 
dom simply to see the meaning of the statement, “These are 
the words that he spoke in the treasury, while teaching in 
the temple.” Let the story about the rich people and the 
poor widow be observed in the way it has been explained, 
and if anyone is an imitator of Christ, let him come to the 
spiritual temple of God which is not in a place, traveling in 
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his mind, and following the Spirit which is able to lead him 
to it. And let him bring coins that are genuine, that is, words 
of eternal life,” to the treasury, and works in conformity 
with such words. 

(58) But would that someone among us might be neither 
poor, nor a widow who is able to bring nothing more than 
two mites, nor a rich man who brings only out of his abun- 
dance,” but one who dedicates all his wealth to God. 


The Strength of Jesus’ Words 


(59) Now, Jesus did not speak all the words that he pos- 
sessed while he was teaching in the treasury, but as many as 
the treasury could contain. For I do not think the world it- 
self could contain the whole Word of God." 

(60) Nevertheless, although he spoke so many words in 
the treasury and taught in the temple, Jesus was not yet ar- 
rested by anyone, for even his words were stronger than 
those wishing to arrest him. And as long as he speaks, none 
of those plotting against him will arrest him, but if he is 
silent then he is seized. 

(61) This is why he is silent when he is examined by Pi- 
late and beaten,'” since he willed to suffer on behalf of the 
world. For, if he had spoken, he could no longer have been 
crucified from weakness,’ since there is no weakness in the 
words that the Word speaks. 

(62) But the hour of his arrest was not yet present while 
he was in the treasury, nor even while he was in the temple. 
The place where Jesus wished to be arrested, and where it 
was possible, needed to be a certain wadi.'™ 

(63) The time of his arrest, too, could not be during the 
day, “for Judas, having received a band of soldiers and ser- 
vants from the chief priests and the Pharisees, comes there 
with lanterns and torches and weapons.”” Now concerning 
the statement, “His hour had not yet come,” we have dis- 
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cussed it more fully in our discussions above. You shall use 
those discussions also for the present words. 


Again therefore he said to them, I go, and you will 
seek me, and you will die in your sin. Where I go, you 
cannot come. (John 8.21) 


Many Believed in Him 


(64) He adds to the previous words not only these in the 
treasury in the temple, but more, up to the statement, 
“Truly I say to you, before Abraham was, I am.” And after 
this statement, when they took up stones to stone him, Jesus 
was hidden and departed from the temple.'® It was then 
that he passed by and saw the man blind from birth.’ We 
will learn about this, if God grants, when we come to the 
passage. 

(65) Now, he speaks these words so that what is subjoined 
might occur. “For, when he spoke these words, they believed 
in him,”™ since the poor, as it were, come to the treasury to 
receive from there whatever they can and whatever may be 
distributed to them. 

(66) Many, therefore, believed in him, but not many 
knew him, since of those who have believed in him, those 
who remain in his word, who truly become his disciples, will 
know the truth.” But the majority of those who have be- 
lieved in him do not remain in his word, nor do the majority 
truly become his disciples. 

(67) Wherefore not many will know the truth, and if 
truth makes free,'” they do not become free; for very few 
advance to freedom. 

(68) But who are those who will know him, or who will 
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lift him up? As he himself teaches, when he says, “When you 
shall have lifted up the Son of Man, then you will know that 
I am he.” Now, no one who is given milk to drink lifts him 
up, as he prepares himself for the reception of solid food.™ 
For this reason one says to such a person, “I determined to 
know nothing among you except Jesus Christ and him cruci- 
fied.” The servant of the word is also with such a person in 
weakness, as Paul says to such people, “And I was with you in 
weakness, and in fear, and in much trembling.” 

(69) The Word of God says, therefore, as he begins a sec- 
ond series of lessons in the treasury in the temple, “I go, 
and you will seek me, and you will die in your sin.” 

(70) Because of the statement, “When he spoke these 
things, many believed in him,” I ask whether he says, “I go, 
and you will seek me, and you will die in your sin,” not to all 
those present, but to those whom he knew would not be- 
lieve, and, therefore, would die in their sin and would be 
unable to follow after him. Now, they are unable because 
they are unwilling, for if they were unable, although they 
were willing, it could not reasonably be said to them, “You 
will die in your sin.” 


Some Seek Jesus Perversely 


(71) But someone will reply, If he spoke these words to 
those who continue in unbelief, how does he say to such 
people, “You will seek me”? For it is good to seek Jesus in 
many ways, since it is the same as seeking the Word, the 
Truth, and Wisdom. 

(72) But you will respond that “seeking” is also some- 
times used of those plotting against him, as in the state- 
ment, “They were seeking to arrest him, and no one laid 
hands on him, because’ his hour had not yet come,” and 
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in the statement, “I know that you are Abraham’s seed, but 
you are seeking to kill me because my word has no place in 
you,” and in the statement, “But now you seek to kill me, a 
man who has spoken the truth to you which I have heard 
from the Father.” 

(73) Wherefore also the statement, “And you will seek 
me,” is made to those who seek incorrectly, and not in oppo- 
sition to the statement, “Everyone who seeks finds.”” Now, 
there are also always differences between those seeking 
Jesus. Not all seek him legitimately on behalf of their own 
salvation and to be benefitted by him. 

(74) For people seek Jesus with countless motives that fall 
short of the good. For this reason only those who have 
sought him correctly have found peace. These might also le- 
gitimately be said to seek the Word himself in the begin- 
ning, the Word with God,” and to seek him that he might 
lead them to the Father. But whenever the Word is not re- 
ceived when he is present and manifests himself, then he 
threatens to go and says, “I go.” And if we seek him once he 
has departed, we will not find him, but we will die in our sin. 

(75) But he knows from whom he goes and with whom 
he remains although he is not as yet found, so that when he 
is sought at the right time he may be found. 

(76) And to those indeed who have him in this way al- 
though they have not beheld him, it is said, “Say not in your 
heart, Who will ascend into heaven? that is, to bring Christ 
down; or who will descend into the deep? that is, to bring 
Christ up from the dead. 

(77) “But what does Scripture say? The word is very near 
you, in your mouth and in your heart.” And to these the 
Savior also kindly points out the matters pertaining to the 
kingdom of God, that they may not seek it outside them- 
selves, nor say, “Behold here or behold there.” For he says 
to them, “The kingdom of God is within you.” 

(78) And as long as we preserve the seeds and principles 
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of the truth that have been sown in our soul, the Word has 
not as yet departed from us. But if we utterly destroy them 
with a profusion of evil, then he will say to us, “I go,” so that, 
even if we seek him, we will not find him, but we will die in 
our sin, being overtaken in it and taken away by means of it 
by those appointed to demand back the soul, according to 
him who says, “Fool, this night do they require your soul of 
you. ”!?7 


“You Will Die in Your Sin” 


(79) But we must also not pass by without examining the 
statement, “You will die in your sin.” If it is taken in the ordi- 
nary sense, it is clear that sinners will die in their sin, but the 
just in their justice. But if the expression, “You will die,” is 
taken in relation to death, the enemy of Christ,'’* since the 
one who dies has committed a sin which leads to death,'” 
then it is clear that those to whom these words were spoken 
had not yet died. 

(80) And you will ask how these who did not believe 
when they were alive will die at some time. But someone will 
reply and say to this that at that time not yet to believe was 
not as yet a sin to death, and those to whom the Word had 
not yet come had not committed the sins to death. They 
were, nevertheless, living in sickness of their soul, and that 
sickness was to death.” 

(81) The Physician, therefore, also seeing that they were 
deadly ill said, after he had despaired of healing them, “I 
go, and you will seek me, and you will die in your sin.” We 
made the statement that their sickness was to death inas- 
much as we have learned from Jesus that there is a differ- 
ence between sicknesses. 

(82) Now Lazarus too was sick, but the Physician knew 
that his sickness was not to death, wherefore he said, “This 
sickness is not to death.” For this reason, even if we con- 
tact diseases and become ill ourselves, let us be careful that 
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we not be sick to death, our sickness progressing from that 
which can still be cured to that which is incurable. 

(83) But at the same time, perhaps the statement, 
“Where I go you cannot come,” which is subjoined to the 
statement, “And you will die in your sin,” will be clearer. For, 
whenever anyone dies in his sin, he cannot go where Jesus 
goes, for no one who is dead can follow Jesus. “For the dead 
will not praise you, Lord, nor all who go down into Hades. 
But we, the living, will praise the Lord.” 

(84) In addition, you will compare Ezechiel’s statement, 
“The soul that sins, the same shall die,™” with the state- 
ment, “You will die in your sin,” for sin is the death of the 
soul. I do not think, however, that this is true of every sin, 
but of the sin that John says is to death.’ 

(85) But at the same time he also distinguishes between 
one sin, which is the death of the soul, and another, which is 
its sickness. Now, it may be that there is yet another third 
sin, which is the loss of the soul, being the sin, that is, which 
is referred to in the words, “What will a man be profited if 
he gain the whole world but lose his soul, or forfeit it?” 
and also in the words, “If anyone’s work be burned up, he 
will suffer loss.”!* 

(86) He says, therefore, to those who will die in sin, “T go, 
and you will seek me, and you will die in your sin; where I go 
you cannot come.” But to Peter he says, “Where I go you 
cannot follow me now, but you will follow later.”!*’ For it is 
possible for one who is a disciple of Jesus not to be prepared 
now to follow him when he departs to the Father, but later, 
by diligently walking in his steps, to follow the Teacher and 
draw near the Word of God. 

(87) Now it is likely that, on the basis of our conjectures 
about the end, someone will focus on the statement, “Where 
I go you cannot come,” and reply that it is possible not to be 
able now, but to be able later. And if indeed there is a pre- 
sent age’* and another to come, these to whom he has said, 
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“You cannot come,” cannot go where Jesus is during the pre- 
sent age (and the time which remains until its completion is 
great), that is, where truth and wisdom and the Word are, 
for this is where Jesus is. 

(88) But I know that some are overcome by their own sin 
not only in this age, but also in the age to come, as those 
of whom the Word says, “If anyone blasphemes against 
the Holy Spirit he has forgiveness neither in this age nor in 
the one to come.” If, however, there is no forgiveness in 
the coming age, neither is there any in the ages which come 
after it as well.'* 


Heracleon’s Understanding of Where Jesus Is Going 

(89) When Heracleon related the text about the treasury, he 
made no comments on it. But on the statement, “Where I go you 
cannot come,” he asks, How can they come to a state of incorruption 
while they are in ignorance, unbelief, and sins? 

(go) Not even here does he pay attention to what he himself 
says. For if those who are in ignorance, unbelief, and sins cannot 
come to a State of incorruption, how have the apostles, who were 
once in ignorance, unbelief, and sins come to a state of incorrup- 
tion? Those, therefore, who were in ignorance, unbelief, and sins 
can come to a state of incorruption if they should change, for it is 
possible for them to change. 


The Jews therefore said: Will he kill himself, 
because he he says: Where I go, you cannot come? 
(John 8.22) 


The Esoteric Traditions of the Jews 


(91) It is worthwhile to examine on what basis the Jews, 
having been disturbed by the statement, “Where I go, you 
cannot come,”™ say, “Will he kill himself, because he says, 
Where I go, you cannot come?” even if we grant that they 
said, “Will he kill himself?” in a very straightforward man- 
ner. 
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(92) How can those who are capable of killing them- 
selves, even if they do not destroy themselves nor go where 
the one who destroys himself goes, not be able to go where 
the one who destroys himself goes? We must say, then, on 
this subject, to those who listen carefully and on a deeper 
level to what the Jews say in the Gospels, that it is obvious 
that they made many remarks in accordance with certain se- 
cret and esoteric traditions, as if they knew things other 
than those that were common and trite. 

(93) And whenever we observe those things by the com- 
parison of their words, then we will investigate if they said 
this too about the Savior because they perceived something 
more profound. Now it is certain that they were speaking 
with esoteric and uncommon words in reference to [Jesus] 
casting out demons by Beelzebub, the prince of demons.” 

(94) For, to be sure, they had learned something about 
demons and their prince whose name was Beelzebub. But 
such things are not to be found at all in their books that are 
extant. 

(95) The Savior’s testimony about Beelzebub, too, is not 
false when he says, “If I by Beelzebub cast out demons, by 
whom do your sons cast them out?” For he says these 
things because he recognizes that there is a certain Beelze- 
bub, and that whoever casts out demons by Beelzebub 
brings about a kind of division, as it were, of Satan against 
himself. 

(96) They erred, therefore, when they said that the Sav- 
ior cast out demons by Beelzebub, but they had grasped that 
there is a certain Beelzebub, who is prince of demons. 

(97) But also when they say of Jesus that he is John risen 
from the dead, or some one of the prophets, it is, to be sure, 
because they hold a doctrine of the soul such as we exam- 
ined in our discussion about John, that they assume such 
things about the Savior. And it is likely also that they knew 
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either from traditions or esoteric books, many other things 
that the multitudes did not know. 

(98) Let us look, therefore, also at the question, “Will he 
kill himself?” Can they have intended something that was 
not the common and simple meaning, as when one releases 
himself from life either by hanging, or by sword, or by what- 
ever means those who commit suicide use? And can this be 
the case, especially since they think that when he kills him- 
self he will depart to a place to which it would be impossible 
for them to go? And—if we do not have scruples about the 
terms, but when we look to the realities’ we do not discover 
other terms to use for the realities—perhaps, if I may put it 
this way, Jesus killed himself in a more divine manner, which 
we set forth as follows. The souls of all those released from 
the body are taken away when those who have been appoint- 
ed to this task require them. [But] it is likely that those who 
have been appointed to this service are better than the 
souls, for the statement, “Fool, this night do they require 
your soul from you,” indicated something such as this. 


“No One Takes My Life from Me, but I Lay It Down of Myself” 

(99) But if someone replies that this can be said in refer- 
ence to inferior souls, but certainly not also of those who are 
superior and have lived properly, let him consider whether 
the Lord does not declare something extraordinary about 
himself that sets him apart from all who have lived in the 
body when he says, “No one takes my life from me, but I lay 
it down of myself; I have power to lay it down, and I have 
power to take it up again.”!”” 

(100) For let us imagine someone who leaves the body 
when he wishes, and departs from it apart from a means 
that leads to death, whether by violent means or diseases, 
and comes back again whenever he wishes, and who uses 
the body that he left behind as an instrument. We will say of 
such a person that his soul was not required of him. 
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(101) And it is fitting, indeed, in the case of Jesus’ soul, 
to speak in this way of the death that occurred. It was fitting 
also, when he wished to tell his disciples of the extraordi- 
nary nature of his departure from here, for him to have 
said, “No one takes my life from me, but I lay it down of my- 
self.” For neither Moses, nor any of the patriarchs or 
prophets, nor any of the apostles said this [except] Jesus, 
since all men’s souls are taken from them. 

(102) Now when this is understood, it is clear that what is 
said in the eighty-seventh Psalm, “Free among the dead,”™” 
can be a figure of the person of the Savior. If you pay atten- 
tion to what has been written of his departure from here in 
the Gospels, you will discover that our interpretation of his 
exodus is not at variance with what has been recorded. For 
if he had died as the thieves who were crucified with him, 
when the soldiers broke the bones of those who were suffer- 
ing, we would not say that he laid down his life of himself, 
but [that he died] in a way common to those who die. 

(103) But as it is, “Jesus cried with a loud voice and yield- 
ed up the spirit.” And as a king who has left the body and 
has powerfully and authoritatively effected what he consid- 
ered proper to do, immediately “the veil of the temple was 
rent from the top even to the bottom, the earth quaked, the 
rocks were rent, the tombs were opened, and many bodies 
of the saints who had slept were raised, and they came out 
of the tombs after his Resurrection and entered the holy 
city, and appeared to many.” When the centurion and 
those with him guarding Jesus saw the earthquake, and the 
things that happened they were very frightened and said, 
“Truly this was the Son of God.” 

(104) Perhaps, then, just as it was in the traditions about 
Christ that he was to be born in Bethlehem and that he was 
to arise from the tribe of Juda according to the sound inter- 
pretations of the prophetic words, so also was it in the tradi- 
tions concerning his death, that he would remove himself 
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from life in the manner in which we said. And it is likely that 
the Jews knew that the one who was thus to depart was to go 
to a region where not even those who apprehend these 
things could go. Consequently, they were not speaking liter- 
ally when they said, “Will he kill himself, because he says, 
Where I go, you cannot come?” but in accordance with 
some tradition about Christ. And although the Jews say 
these things, they say them with uncertainty, for the ques- 
tion, “Will he kill himself?” expects a negative answer. 

(105) It is not strange that they disagree about Christ, 
when even in the words above, those in the crowd who 
heard Jesus’ words said, “This is truly the prophet. But oth- 
ers said, This is the Christ. And some said, For does Christ 
come out of Galilee? Did not the Scripture say that the 
Christ comes of the seed of David and from Bethlehem, the 
village where David was?” At that time also “there was a 
dissension in the crowd because of him.” 

(106) But in addition, a little after those words, it is writ- 
ten, “The servants answered, Never did a man speak like 
this.” So also the Pharisees said to those marvelling at his 
speech, “Have you also been led astray? Has any one of the 
rulers believed in him, or of the Pharisees? But this crowd, 
which does not know the law, is accursed.” 

(107) It was at this time also that Nicodemus said, “Does 
our law judge a man unless it first hear from him and know 
what he does? They answered, Are you also from Galilee? 
Search and see that a prophet neither comes from nor aris- 
es out of Galilee.” 

(108) And how could those who heard him say, “I am the 
light of the world; he who follows me will not walk in dark- 
ness, but will have the light of life,”” understand him to 
mean literally that he would kill himself? How could they 
think this of him to whom the Pharisees had said, “You testi- 
fy of yourself; your testimony is not true,” whom Jesus an- 
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swered, saying, “Even if I testify of myself, my testimony is 
true, because I know whence I came and where I go. You 
judge according to the flesh, I judge no one. 

(109) And even if I do judge, my judgment is true, be- 
cause I am not alone, but I and the Father who sent me. 
And in your law it is written that the testimony of two men is 
true; I am the one who testifies of myself, and the Father 
who sent me testifies of me.””” 

(110) And how is it plausible to think of him killing him- 
self after he has said in this very noble manner, “You know 
neither me nor my Father. If you had known me, you would 
also have known my Father. ”!®? 

(111) For it is likely that they also took the statement, “I 
go, and you will seek me and you will die in your sin. Where 
I go you cannot come,” in a similar manner to these 
words. It was to these latter words that the Jews responded, 
“Will he kill himself, because he says, Where I go you cannot 
come?” Moreover his power to die of his own free will, hav- 
ing left the body behind, is made very clear also in the state- 
ment, “I go.” 

(112) Perhaps it was because of the statement, “I go,” 
that he added, “and you will seek me.” For it is likely also 
that those who happen to be present with him when he de- 
parts from life in this manner seek him. But because they 
die in their sins without even blushing after all these things 
they say of him, not without doubt, “Will he kill himself?” 
For where he goes they cannot go. 

(113) I think, however, that they are putting forward 
rather maliciously what had come to them in the tradition 
about the death of Christ. And, so as not to glorify the one 
who thus departs from life, they said, “Will he kill himself ?” 

(114) For it was possible to speak hesitantly, but with a 
hint of his glory in the presence of death, and say some- 
thing like this, “Will his soul depart when he himself wishes, 
when the body has been left behind?” It was for this reason 
that he said, “Where I go you cannot come.” 
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(115) But at the same time also, because of what we have 
said about how he has departed life, you will take note of 
the passage, “And when Jesus went up to Jerusalem he took 
the twelve privately, and said to them on the way, Behold we 
are going up to Jerusalem, and the Son of Man will be be- 
trayed to the chief priests and scribes and they will con- 
demn him to death. And he will be delivered to the Gentiles 
to mock and scourge and crucify him, and he will be raised 
on the third day.” 

(116) And if someone objects on the basis of the words, 
“From that time he began to show to his disciples that he 
must go up to Jerusalem, and suffer many things from the 
chief priests and Pharisees and scribes, and be killed,” 
along with the words, “The Son of Man will be betrayed into 
the hands of men, and they will kill him, and on the third 
day he will be raised,” you shall say that all those who said, 
“Crucify him, crucify him,” killed him, along with those 
who were liable for his death, although he anticipated the 
soldiers who came to break his legs, and cried out with a 
loud voice and expired.'’” 

(117) But you will compare with this the statement, 
“Everyone who finds me will kill me,”” and the statement, 
“Everyone who kills Cain will be punished sevenfold.” For 
how “will everyone who finds Cain kill him,” when only one 
person would have killed him, that is, the one who found 
him first. Or how “will everyone who killed Cain be pun- 
ished sevenfold,” since many would not have killed him? For 
the word “everyone” is used as if there were a crowd. 

(118) Peter too, perhaps, took what the Savior said in a 
way that was too human when he said, “Far be it from you, 
Lord; this shall not happen to you.” And the Savior re- 
buked him because he had not taken what he said correctly, 
and said, “Get behind me, Satan. You are a stumbling block 
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to me because you are not thinking about the things of God, 
but the things of men.””” 

(119) But consider also if what Paul said is not similar to 
this, “He delivered himself for us as a sacrifice to God.” 

(120) It is only in this way, at any rate, that one will be 
able to maintain the words about the high priest forever ac- 
cording to the order of Melchisedeck,'” and the Lamb of 
God who takes away the sin of the world, who is offered as 
a sacrifice to God, not by impious men, but by a pious high 
priest. 

(121) We have published these remarks, therefore, in in- 
vestigating to the best of our ability the intent of those who 
said, “Will he kill himself, because he says, Where I go you 
cannot come?” after they had heard such great words spo- 
ken previously by Jesus. 

(122) It is likely, however, that some will take offence at 
our interpretation as forced and will think that they spoke 
more literally when they said, “Will he kill himself?” think- 
ing that Jesus would kill himself, and would be in the region 
of those who have killed themselves and who are to be pun- 
ished for this. The Jews, however, cannot go there because 
they are not liable to the penalty for that same sin against 
themselves. 

(123) But let these objectors themselves also consider if 
the Jews could have thought that Jesus said these things, 
condemning himself as about to go off to a place of punish- 
ment where they could not go because they were better than 
him, as it were, so far as this interpretation is concerned. Or 
will it be logical to say that if indeed Jesus made this state- 
ment with this in mind and with the intention of killing 
himself, that he thought it was better to destroy himself 
than not to do it? 

(124) Heracleon, however, takes the question, “Will he kill him- 
self?” to have been asked in the literal sense, and says that the Jews 
said these things because they were entertaining evil thoughts and consid- 
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ered themselves to be better than the Savior, and assumed that they would go 
off to God into eternal rest, but that the Savior would go to corruption and 
death once he had slain himself; where they reckoned they themselves would 
not go. 

(125) He says in these very words, “The Jews thought the Savior 
said, When I have slain myself, I will go to corruption, where you cannot 
come.” Now I do not know how he could say, “When I have slain my- 
self, I will go to corruption” of the one who said, “I am the light of the 
world,”” and what follows. 

(126) But if someone should say that the Savior did not say 
these things, but that the Jews supposed it, it is clear that he will 
say that the Jews have thought on the subject that [although he 
knew that]'” those who have slain themselves perish, nonetheless 
he did these things believing that he would perish and be pun- 
ished, which would be silly in all respects. 


And he said to them: You are from below, I am 
from above. You are of this world, I am not of this 
world. (John 8.23) 


(127) And in the words above he said, “He who is of the 
earth is of the earth and speaks of the earth. He who comes 
from heaven is above all. What he has seen and heard, to 
this he bears testimony.”'’” If, therefore, “he who is of the 
earth speaks of the earth,” and “he who comes from heaven 
testifies to what he has seen and heard,” you will inquire 
whether perhaps “to be of the earth” is the same as “to be 
from below,” or whether it is different. 

(128) But at the same time you will observe that even 
there he did not say, “He who is of heaven is of heaven and 
speaks of heaven,” for perhaps the Savior was not of heaven, 
especially insofar as he was “firstborn of all creation.” For 
concerning the phrase “of heaven,” the second man was 
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of heaven as also Paul says somewhere, “The first man was of 
the earth, earthly; the second man was of heaven.”!” 

(129) And here you will observe whether he is possibly 
saying the same thing in the expression “You are from 
below,” and, “You are of this world,” or whether to be of the 
earth is different from being of this world. And you will 
make the same inquiry also in the expression, “I am from 
above,” and, “I am not of this world.” For it is worthwhile to 
see what it is to be “from above,” and what it is to be “not of 
this world.” 


Who Is from Below, Who Is from Above? 


(130) Consider, therefore, whether he who has received 
his origin from material substance and bodies is not of the 
earth because he has forsaken the better things. Insofar as 
this person is of the earth, he speaks of the earth,'® since he 
cannot see or speak of anything higher. The same person is 
also from below. 

(131) The concept, however, of being from “below” is 
one thing, and that of being “of the earth” another. For just 
as the expression “below” is understood in reference to a 
place, so it is also understood in reference to doctrines and 
a way of thinking, and everyone who employs such doctrines 
and manner of thought that are from below, is from below. 

(132) But the visible world too, since it is material be- 
cause of those who need material life, has places that differ. 
In relation to things that are immaterial, invisible and incor- 
poreal these are all “below,” not so much in a local sense as 
in comparison with the things that are invisible. 

(133) But so far as [places] of the world being compared 
with places of the world is concerned, some places would be 
those that are below and others those that are above. For 
the things of the earth are below, but the things of heaven 
are above, so that according to this, the one from below is 
necessarily of this world, but the one who is of this world is 
not necessarily from below. 
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(134) Consider if the citizen of the heavens™ can per- 
haps be of this world, without, however, being from below in 
the local sense. But even this person is from below when 
compared with spiritual beings. For every citizen of things 
that are seen, and pass away, and are temporary is from 
below even if, in a comparison of places, he happen to be 
from the highest. 

(135) It is possible, however, for one who is from below, 
and of this world, and of the earth, to change and become 
one who is from above and is no longer of this world, and 
for another to be of this world but [also] of heaven. 

(136) He says, therefore, to the disciples, “You were of 
the world, and I chose you out of the world, and you are no 
longer of the world.”® For if the Savior came to seek and 
save the lost,'® he came to transfer those who are below and 
who have been enrolled as citizens among the things that 
are below to the things that are above. 

(137) For he is also the one who descended into the 
lower parts of the earth because of those in the lowest parts 
of the earth.'*’ But he also ascended above all the heavens 
and prepared a way for those who desire it and who have 
genuinely become his disciples that leads to the things that 
are above all the heavens, that is to the things that are incor- 
poreal. 

(138) But pay attention, if you also desire to learn from 
Scripture who it is who is from below, and who it is who is 
from above. Since each person’s treasure is where his heart 
is,'® if someone stores up treasure on earth,” by the very act 
of storing up treasure on earth he is from below. But if 
someone stores up treasure in heaven,’” that person is born 
from above and assumes “the image of the heavenly.” And 
in addition, when this person has passed through all the 
heavens, he is found to have reached the most blessed goal. 

(139) But there would also be the works of each person 
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[to consider], as I said,’” so that one might say that the one 
who is from below does the works of the flesh,’ but the one 
who is from above produces the fruits of the spirit. And 
again one might say that the one who is of this world has 
love for this world, since, according to John, he who has the 
love of God [is from above].' He is not of this world, how- 
ever, who does not love the world nor the things in the 
world,’ but who says, “God forbid that I should boast, ex- 
cept in the cross of my Lord Jesus Christ, by whom the world 
has been crucified to me and I to the world,” and who is 
capable of loving the Lord his God with his whole heart, 
and with his whole soul, and with his whole mind,'® for such 
love is not oppressed by love for the world and the things in 
the world. For it is impossible for love for the world to coex- 
ist with love for God, as it is impossible for light and dark- 
ness to coexist with one another, or Christ and Beliar, or for 
the temple of God to exist along with the temple of idols." 

(140) Since, however, those who are below differ in rela- 
tion to one another, the statement is made in the superla- 
tive, “They have placed me in the lowest pit,” as is also the 
statement, “He who descended into the lowest parts of the | 
earth, this is also the one who ascended.”" Wherefore all 
those who descend into the lower parts of the earth, that is, 
Hades, will fall down before Christ, since the saying is true, 
“There is no one in death who is mindful of you. And who 
will confess you in Hades?” 

(141) But if someone should object about him descend- 
ing into the lower parts of the earth, you will observe that 
the expression “they will fall down before” is said in the case 
of those who descend into the earth, for although [all] will 
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fall down to Christ [and] bow the knee at the name of 
Jesus,” some will fall down to him earlier and others later. 

(142) And perhaps those on the earth will fall down and 
be subjected before others, for it belongs to the worse to be 
subordinated later, wherefore “the enemy death is destroyed 
last.” 

(143) After this you will inquire if just as there is a differ- 
ence among the things that are below because something is 
said to be lowest, so also there is a difference among the 
things that are above, especially since there is an inheri- 
tance of the kingdom of heavens. All the heavens that are 
inherited are above, but they are not all alike in being 
above. 

(144) But also when you have given it your attention you 
will discover not simply a difference in the case of the spiri- 
tual descent of the soul because of wickedness and evil opin- 
ions, and its spiritual ascent, [but]”” you will come to appre- 
hend more fully souls descending in a spiritual manner.” 

(145) But consider if, at the same time, you” will not un- 
derstand the saying about Jesus’ soul in a more mystical 
manner and not spatially, “Having ascended above all the 
heavens.” For the spiritual ascent of that soul has leaped 
over all the heavens and, so to speak, already reached God 
himself. 


The Spintual World 


(146) But there is also another world in which there are 
things that are not seen, besides the manifest and percepti- 
ble world that consists of heaven and earth, or of heavens 
and earth. Now this in its entirety is an invisible world, a 
world which is not seen, and a spiritual world on whose ap- 
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pearance and beauty the pure in heart will look, being pre- 
pared in advance by beholding it to seek God, so that they 
may also see him, to the degree that God is disposed by na- 
ture to be seen. 

(147) But you will inquire if, in some sense, the first-born 
of all creation®® can be a world, and especially in so far as he 
is “the manifold wisdom.” For by being the principles*™' of 
absolutely everything according to which all things made by 
God in wisdom have come to be (as the prophet says, “You 
made all things in wisdom”), in himself he would himself 
also be a “world” that surpasses the world of sense percep- 
tion in its diversity and excels it as much as the principle 
stripped of all the material of the whole world differs from 
the material world, a world constituted, not on the basis of 
matter, but on the participation of the things that have been 
set in order in the Word and Wisdom, which set matter in 
order. | 

(148) And see if the one who says, “I am not of this 
world,” can be the soul of Jesus which is a citizen of that 
whole world, traversing it in its entirety and leading his disci- 
ples to it. 

(149) That world has nothing below even as this world 
has nothing above, to one who examines it as to its exact na- 
ture. For how can this world, whose creation is a throwing 
down, have anything above? For one must not hear the 
phrase, “Before the throwing down of the world,” in just 
any way, [but]? advisedly because the saints coined the ex- 
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pression “throwing down” to express such a concept, al- 
though they could have said, “Before the creation of the 
world,” and not have used the expression “throwing down.” 

(150) The whole world, therefore, and the things in it 
are included in the “throwing down.” But the genuine disci- 
ples of Jesus, whom he chose out of the world*® that, by 
bearing their own cross and following him,” they might no 
longer be of the world, come to be outside the throwing 
down of the world in its entirety. 


Therefore I said to you that you will die in your sins. 
For if you do not believe that I am he, you will die in 
your sins. (John 8.24) 


(151) When did he say to them, “You will die in your 
sins,” or when did he declare, “You will seek me, and you 
will die in your sins”??!* And what causes men to die in their 
sins other than not believing that Jesus is the Christ??” For 
he himself says, “If you do not believe that I am he you will 
die in your sins.” 


He Who Believes in Christ Will Not Die in His Sins 

(152) Now, if the one who does not believe that Jesus is 
the Christ will die in his sins, it is clear that the one who 
does not die in his sins has believed in the Christ. But he 
who dies in his sins, even if he says that he believes in the 
Christ, has not believed in him so far as truth is concerned, 
and if faith is mentioned but it lacks works, such faith is 
dead, as we have read in the epistle that is in circulation as 
the work of James.” 

(153) Who, then, is the one who believes or who has 
been convinced by being well disposed according to the 
Word and has been united with him so that he does not fall 
into the sins that are said to be to death,” according to 
these words, nor does he sin”? in any way that is contrary to 
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the upright Word in accordance with the statement, “Every- 
one who believes that Jesus is the Christ has been born of 
God.” 

(154) But you will perceive even more what is meant by 
the statement, “For if you do not believe that which I am, 
you will die in your sins,”” in relation to the things that the 
first born of all creation is recapitulating.” 

(155) For example, he who believes that justice is some- 
thing would not be unjust,” and he who has believed in wis- 
dom because he has contemplated what wisdom is, would 
not say or do anything foolish; furthermore,”’ he who has 
believed in the Word that was with God in the beginning?” 
in that he has contemplated him, would do nothing unrea- 
sonable. 

(156) Furthermore, he who believes that “he is our 
peace,” would not contrive anything warlike and factious. 
In addition, if Christ is not only the “wisdom of God,” but 
also the “power of God,”™ he who believes in him insofar as 
he is power would not be powerless concerning good things. 

(157) And because we think of him as endurance and 
strength on the basis of the saying, “And now what is my 
endurance? Is it not the Lord?””' and the expression, “My 
strength,”*? and the statement, “Ihe Lord is my sub- 
stance,” we will have to say that if we give in to troubles, we 
do not believe in him insofar as he is endurance; and if we 
are weak, we have not believed in him insofar as he is 
strength. 

(158) And if we should [thus] collect the remaining as- 
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pects of Christ, we will discover without difficulty from what 
has been said how he who does not believe in Christ will die 
in his sins.”* For because he is in opposition to the things 
that Christ is in his aspect, he dies in the sins themselves. 


Therefore they said to him, Who are you? 
(John 8.25) 


(159) It follows that those who heard what the Lord said 
with great authority should ask who he is who says these 
things. For when the Savior declares, “If you do not believe 
that I am he, you will die in your sins,™” he appeared to be 
greater than man, and to be some more divine nature. 

(160) Therefore, they ask, “Who are your” as if there 
would be an answer when they ask, such as, “I am the 
Christ,” or “I am the prophet,” or “I am Elias,” or perhaps, 
“I am an angel of God.” For should he happen not to be any 
one of these or even someone similar to them he would not 
have spoken such words legitimately.’ 
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AMBROSE, most devout and zealous for learning in 
the Lord, as we dictate the twentieth book on the 
Gospel according to John, we pray that we may re- 
ceive thoughts that are full and solid, so to speak, and that 
have nothing hollow about them, from the fullness of the 
Son of God, in whom all the fullness was pleased to dwell.’ 
We pray [that] the gospel may be revealed in the things we 
examine, and that we may neglect nothing that needs to be 
examined and to be believed in the writings that serve as 
memoirs, and that we may neither claim too much, as one 
ought not, nor misconstrue the mind of Jesus our Savior. 
May God, therefore, send the Word himself to us, revealing 
himself, that we may become beholders of his depth, if the 
Father grants. 


I know that you are seed of Abraham, but you seek 
to kill me, because my word has no place in you. 


(John 8.37) 
Seed of Abraham 


(2) For those who do not understand what is meant by 
the word “seed” and the word “child,” the statement, “I know 
that you are seed of Abraham,” will seem to be in conflict 
with what will be added immediately and addressed to the 
same people, “If you are Abraham’s children, do the works 
of Abraham.” 

(3) So that these things may be perceived, then, let us 
first see the difference between “seed” and “child” in the lit- 
eral sense.’ Now, it is clear that the seed of someone has the 
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principles of the procreator in itself still at rest and re- 
served. The child exists, however, once it has been formed 
and prepared for birth, when the seed has been trans- 
formed and has molded the material surrounding it provid- 
ed by the woman and the collected nourishments. And if 
some portion [of seed] is someone’s child in the proper 
sense [of the word “child”], as in the case of physical chil- 
dren, it exists from seed, but if something is seed, it does not 
necessarily become a child. 

(4) But once we have made these assumptions, if it 
should be necessary to consider the statement literally, “I 
know that you are seed of Abraham,” it would appear at any 
rate to follow that those to whom the sentence is addressed 
are also children of Abraham, it being conceded that the 
child continues to be seed, and that the term is not being 
used precisely. 

(5) But on the other hand, since the children of Abra- 
ham are determined from custom and works, never from 
any generative principles’ that are sown along with certain 
souls, in my opinion, it is necessary to designate those who 
are seed of Abraham by a characteristic mark. And if, in- 
deed, all men are not seed of Abraham in the physical 
sense, it is clear [also] in relation to what we are now ex- 
plaining concerning the question, “Who are the seed of 
Abraham?” that not all men have come into human life with 
completely identical generative principles which were sown 
in their souls. 

(6) But it is possible, for a few who have distinguished the 
things that precede the birth and the things that accompa- 
ny the birth of each one more carefully, to grasp the cause 
of these things in accordance with judgments that are great 
and difficult to explain, that are contemplated by those 
who have received the mind of Christ, that they may per- 
ceive the things given them by God.° And since such things 


4. ONEPUATLKOL AOYOt, “generative principles,” was a technical expres- 
sion in Stoic philosophy for the generative principles in organisms. 

5. Cf. Wis 17.1. 

6. Cf. 1 Cor 2.16, 12. 
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would trouble some people who have an inkling of these 
matters but do not understand them thoroughly, we will ex- 
pose ourselves to danger concerning such matters where it 
is precarious to mention and disclose such things, even if 
one speaks the truth.’ 

(7) Now, it is precarious because the administrator of the 
mysteries of God? must seek the proper time for the presen- 
tation of such doctrines so as [not] to harm the hearer, and 
at the same time also consider carefully the measure [of the 
presentation], whether it is too little or too much, measured 
by the correct Word, even if the time is right. In addition, 
he must examine very carefully whether those to whom such 
doctrines are delivered are fellow-servants, or are servants of 
someone other than the Lord of Lords.” 

(8) And the text that declares, “Who, then, is the faith- 
ful and wise administrator whom his Lord will appoint over 
his household to give to his fellow-servants their measure 
of grain in due season?” shows that the administrator of 
God’s mysteries must examine all these matters. All men, 
therefore, are not seed of Abraham, for they do not have 
the principles implanted in their souls which are capable, if 
cultivated, of producing children of Abraham. 

(9) Someone may raise a problem in relation to these 
matters, asserting that the one who is seed of Abraham is 
culpable if he should not also become Abraham’s child. But 
how would the one who does not even have the basis to be 
seed of Abraham, whence comes the ability to become Abra- 
ham’s children, reasonably be blamed if he does not do the 
works of Abraham?” 


7. Cf. Selecta in Psalmos. Psal. 1 (PG 12.1080A) where Origen remarks 
that when speaking of God the danger is not insignificant even if one 
speaks the truth, and H. Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus, Texts and Stud- 
ies, N.S. V (Cambridge, 1959), 114-15, who points out that Origen’s state- 
ment is a quotation of maxim 352 of Sextus. 

8. Cf. 1 Cor 4.1. 

g. Origen has Lk 12.42 in mind, and is thinking of the administrator 
measuring out allotments of grain. 

10. Cf. 1 Tm 6.15. 

11. Cf. Lk 12.42. 

12. Cf. Jn 8.39. 
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Seed of the Just 


(10) We will reply to these objections by using the literal 
sense as a ladder, as it were, and seeking the traces of the 
truth in the letters in this passage. If someone who is not a 
child of Abraham were seed of no just man, he would be 
blameless even if he were a sinner because he would have 
no opportunity for doing good from his seeds. But, as it is, 
just as in the case of physical bodies, one is seed of numer- 
ous just men, and another of fewer, as will be clear from the 
comparison of the things that we will relate, so it will be pos- 
sible to say the equivalent in the case of the anagogical 
sense. 

(11) Abraham was born the twentieth from the first- 
formed man, for there were ten generations from Adam to 
Noah," and ten from Noah to Abraham.'* And Abraham’s 
brothers were Nachor and Aran, for the three were sons of 
Thare.” Nachor and Aran, therefore, were not seed of Abra- 
ham. Not even Abraham himself was seed of Abraham. 

(12) The three, however, were seed of just men. Conse- 
quently, if the just men descended from Adam are further 
investigated, among which of them must Abraham be num- 
bered? He was seed of Seth whom God raised up in place 
of Abel;® and of Enos, who “hoped to call upon the name of 
the Lord God”;” and of Henoch, “who was well-pleasing 
to God two hundred years after he begot Mathusala”;’* and 
of Noah, of whom it is said, “A just man, perfect in his gen- 
eration; Noah was well-pleasing to God”; and of Sem, 
whose God appears first to have been called “the Lord 
God,” in Genesis, which is clear from the statement, 
“Blessed be the Lord God of Sem.”” These three sons of 
Thare, however, were the seed of the rest?’ [of Adam’s de- 
scendants| in addition to these. 


13. Cf. Gn 5. 14. Cf. Gn 11.11-26. 
15. Cf. Gn 11.26. 16. Cf. Gn 4.25. 

17. Gn 4.26. 18. Cf. Gn 5.22. 

19. Cf. Gn 6.9. 20. Gn 9.26. 


21. Preuschen prints &ðixkæv (unjust) here, which is Wendland’s addi- 
tion to the text. I have omitted it for, although some such word would 
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(193) What we said, therefore, about the seed of Abraham 
must be understood of the seed of Sem, Noah and the just 
men who preceded them, whose distinctive properties Abra- 
ham, Nachor, and Aran seem to have taken up in common 
germinally when they were born. Abraham, however, must 
be understood to have cultivated the generative principles 
of all the just men before him that he had in himself, and to 
have added to these his own distinctive holy quality so far as 
his own distinctive seed is concerned, in which those after 
him who are called “seed of Abraham” could participate. 
Aran, on the other hand, must be understood to have paid 
very slight attention to himself and the ancestral seeds in 
himself, whence he could produce Lot, who even for a cer- 
tain time was redolent of salvation. And Nachor must be un- 
derstood to have been inferior to both brothers. 

(14) It is possible, therefore, to be seed of Noah while 
not being seed of Abraham, especially since, in light of the 
story about the flood, those born after Noah have descend- 
ed from him. And, if this is the case, then it is possible also 
to be seed of Henoch, and certainly also seed of Enos and 
Seth. It is unclear to us, however, in the case of the many 
who are inferior” to Noah, who is seed of Sem, who is of 
Cham, and who is of Japheth and of those even more inferi- 
or. It is not possible, however, that one participate in no way 
at all in the seed of the just. 

(15) But I wonder whether it is possible for one who is 
not of Abraham’s seed, although he has the resources that 
Abraham had from the seed of his predecessors, to become 
such that, although he is not of Abraham’s seed, he is like 
Abraham. 

(16) For just as Abraham became Abraham, although he 
was not of the seed of Abraham, but the seed of those men- 
tioned previously, so it is possible that someone, by cultivat- 


make the év .. . 5€ contrast stronger, I do not think it is necessary. Blanc 
does not have &SiK@v in her text, but renders Tapa tovtovc “différents 
de ceux-la.” Cf. Book 13.289, 293. 

22. KaTWTEPW. Blanc renders this “postérieurs,” which may be correct. 
It seems to me, however, that there is an implicit value judgment in Ori- 
gen’s statement. 
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ing the better seeds which were sown in himself, become an- 
other Abraham, not at all being of Abraham’s seed, but him- 
self being sufficient to sow seed even as Abraham. 


Spiritual Seeds 


(17) But let us give ear to all these things, referring what 
is said, not to physical bodies and men, but to certain spiri- 
tual realities and principles that are more or less numerous 
in which those descending into, or entering into, and per- 
haps also somehow even ascending into birth participate in 
different ways. 

(18) You will consider whether the statement, “When 
they went, they went and wept, bearing their seeds,”* can 
have reference to such seeds that are actually specified as 
belonging to those who receive them into themselves. For, if 
anyone is able, let him contemplate the tearful journey of 
certain souls as they come to birth bearing the seeds of just 
men greater or fewer in number, and likewise of unjust 
men. 

(19) And, as one contemplates this, let him reflect on 
farmers, as it were, in turmoil over the seeds that they hold, 
[considering] how they may cultivate some [I mean the bet- 
ter ones] and not sow others, since indeed they come also 
with inferior seeds. 

(20) For what is likely to be the nature of the weeping of 
those of whom the Word says, “When they went, they went 
and wept, bearing their seeds”?** 

(21) There is indeed good hope among those who go 
and weep, bearing their own seeds, for they are the ones in 
general who, “when they come shall come in joyfulness, 
bearing their sheaves.”” 

(22) But perhaps there were others who came, of whom 


23. Ps 125.6. 24. Ps 125.6. 

25. Ps 125.6 (LXX; Douay 125.7). Gregory Thaumaturgus, it seems to 
me, makes a play on Origen’s discussion here of this verse in his pan. Or. 
17. If this is so, it places the composition of this book prior to Gregory’s 
departure from Origen’s school in Caesarea. See above, Introduction, 
pars. 25ff. 
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you might say, “When they went, they went and laughed, 
bearing their seeds,” for whom it will follow, “But when they 
come, they shall come in weeping, bearing their sheaves.” 
Of these you might say, “They were begotten like the grass 
on housetops, which was withered before it was plucked up, 
with which the reaper did not fill his hand, nor the one 
gathering the sheaves his bosom. And those passing by did 
not say, The blessing of the Lord be upon you.” 

(23) And consider, if it is possible, that it was in relation 
to this more profound and mystical meaning that our Savior 
said, “Blessed are those who weep now, because they shall 
laugh,” and, “Woe to you that laugh now, for you shall 
mourn and weep.” 

(24) To the extent, however, that someone born later is 
the seed of just men, he bears more principles of justice. 
This is why it has been written, “The seed of Abraham his 
servants; the sons of Jacob his chosen.” Perhaps this is also 
why it is said of John, “Among those born of women, no one 
is greater than John the Baptist.”” 

(25) Now consider, since you are engaged in these topics, 
if the reason God deprives someone of seeds is not to pre- 
vent the evil seeds of those sown, who lack the resources 
that come from better seeds, from increasing on the earth, 
so that he may cultivate what comes from superior seeds. It 
was to destroy the seed of Cain that the flood occurred,” 
since those born from him could have nothing to cultivate 
except only the seeds that come from Adam. 

(26) The book entitled the Wisdom of Solomon proves 
that the flood occurred to destroy Cain’s seed in these 
words, “But when the unjust man fell away from her (and it 
is clear that wisdom is meant) in his anger, he perished by 
the fury wherewith he murdered his brother, on whose ac- 
count, when water destroyed the earth, wisdom saved it 
again, steering the course of the just man in cheap wood.™ 


26. Cf. Ps 128.6-8. 27. Cf. Lk 6.21. 
28. Lk 6.25. 20. Ps 104.6. 
30. Cf. Lk 7.28. 31. Cf. Gn 6.13. 


32. Wis 10.3-4. 
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(27) The destruction of the Sodomites and their land 
seems to me to show the same thing, whose “barren and 
smoking land exists yet as a testimony of their wickedness, 
and plants that bear fruits that do not ripen.” 

(28) It was the work of the good God, indeed, to destroy 
the land of the Sodomites and to dry up all its remaining 
moisture, so that there might no longer be a vineyard of the 
Sodomites, nor a vine-branch of Gomorrah, nor grapes of 
gall, nor a cluster of bitterness, nor wine, the wrath of drag- 
ons and the incurable wrath of asps.” 

(29) But you will say the same thing also of the Egyptians, 
of whom it has been said, “He killed their vineyard with hail 
and their mulberry trees with hoar-frost,”” for killing the 
vineyards of the Egyptians and the mulberry trees of the im- 
pious was a work of the good God. 

(30) We have made these remarks, which are set forth in 
our examination of the saying about the seeds of Abraham 
or of someone of the just, to show how and in what manner 
the Savior says to the same people, “I know that you are 
Abraham’s seed,” and, “If you are Abraham’s children, do 
the works of Abraham.” 

(31) If God grants it, however, we will speak more appro- 
priately of Abraham’s children doing the works of Abraham, 
when we have reached the examination of that text.” 


Seeds are Generative Principles 


(32) It is possible, therefore, for one who happens to be 
seed of Abraham also to become his child by exercising dili- 
gence. It is also possible, however, by neglect and poor hus- 
bandry, to cease even to be his seed. There was still hope for 
these, however, to whom the saying was addressed, since 
Jesus knew that they were still seed of Abraham, and saw 
that they had not yet lost the ability to become children of 
Abraham. For since it was possible for them to become chil- 
dren of Abraham in addition to being his seed, he said to 


33. Wis 10.7. 34. Cf. Dt 32.32-33. 
95. Ps 77.47. l 36. Cf. Jn 8.39. 
37. See below, sections 66ff. on Jn 8.39. 
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them, “If you are Abraham’s children, do the works of Abra- 
ham.” 

(33) But, just as some are seed of Abraham, so others, as 
Daniel says, are “seed of Chanaan, and not of Juda,”” and 
others, as Wisdom [says], are “cursed seed from the begin- 
ning. ”® 

(34) Now we will also say on these matters that, just as 
with physical seeds one occasionally emerges from a large 
number of seeds because of its capacity for greater action, so 
too can the same thing be observed among spiritual seeds. 

(25) What I mean will be clear from the following com- 
ments. Because the sower has in himself both ancestral and 
kindred principles, when his own principle prevails and is 
brought to birth, what is born is like the sower. But when 
the principle of the sower’s brother, or father, or uncle— 
sometimes even of his grandfather—[prevails], consequent- 
ly those who are born are like one or the other of these. 

(36) It is also possible to see the principle of the wife, or 
the wife’s father, or brother, or grandfather prevailing in the 
course of the agitation in the mingling when all the seeds 
are shaken together until one of the generative principles 
prevails. 

(37) Now transfer these things to the soul that has been 
filled with spiritual seeds which have come from some of 
those called its fathers, and because of the great mobility of 
the ruling principle and its care in the case of such a repre- 
sentation, let them emerge as if they were certain generative 
principles of the fathers. When these are cultivated one will 
be a child of Abraham (now it is clear that the same one is 
also a child of Noah), and another a child of Noah, but it 
does not follow that he is also a child of Abraham. Another 
will also be a child of Chanaan, and another a child of one 
of the just or unjust men. 

(38) But we have not all come with seeds that are equal 
and the same. Neither, however, has anyone come devoid of 
saving and holy seeds, unless perhaps someone should 


38. Jn 8.30. 39. Sus 56. 
40. Cf. Wis 12.11. 
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change our mind by adducing immediately on this subject 
God’s help, which does not give up as hopeless even the 
worst men, who have come into life without the best seeds. 
He would change our mind on the basis of the statement, 
“God is able of these stones to raise up children to Abra- 
ham.” 

(39) Now, we would have accepted everything that has 
been said about Abraham’s seed and those who resemble 
him, if we had accepted that the following statements were 
not made in the literal sense, “I was not sent except to the 
lost sheep of the house of Israel,” and, “I have not found so 
great faith, not even in Israel,” and all the statements 
which are similar to these. 

(40) These, however, to whom the Word speaks are not 
likely to receive the Word since he cannot proceed into 
them because of the surpassing superiority of his greatness, 
since they are still only seed of Abraham. 

(41) But if, in addition to being seed of Abraham, they 
had cultivated the seed of Abraham and given it over to 
greatness and growth, the word of Jesus would have pro- 
ceeded in the greatness and growth of the seed of Abraham. 

(42) And you will add that to the present time the Word 
does not continue in those who have not advanced beyond 
being seed of Abraham nor come into the state of being his 
children. 

(43) But these also wish to kill the Word, and to crush 
him, as it were, because they do not contain his greatness. 

(44) It is always possible to see those who do not contain 
the Word because their vessels are too small wishing to kill 
the unity of the Word’s greatness, since they can contain his 
members after he has been destroyed and crushed. 

(45) If the Word should in this way come to be in those 
who will destroy him, as it were, he will say, “All my bones 
were scattered.” If indeed, then, anyone of us is seed of 
Abraham, and the Word of God does not continue in him 
still, let him not seek to kill the Word, but by changing from 


41. i 3.9. 42. Mt 15.24; Lk 7.9. 
43. Cf. Ps 21.15. 
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being seed of Abraham to having become a child of Abra- 
ham, he will be able to contain the Word of God whom he 
did not contain till then. 


I speak that which I have seen with the Father; 
and you, therefore, do the things that you have heard 
from the Father. (John 8.38) 


Those Who Hear the Father 


(46) Just as we might say that some men have been eye- 
witnesses of the Word from the beginning, of whom Luke 
says, “According as they have delivered them to us, who 
from the beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of the 
Word,” so we will say that the Savior is an eyewitness of the 
things with the Father. In accordance with this it is said, “No 
one has known the Father except the Son,” since they are 
no longer eyewitnesses to whom the Son has revealed him. 

(47) Now, the text before us clearly reveals the fact that 
the Savior is an eyewitness of the things with the Father 
when it says, “I speak those things that I have seen with the 
Father.” But you may ask if there will be a time when the an- 
gels themselves will see the things with the Father, no longer 
seeing them through a mediator“ and a servant. On the one 
hand, insofar as he who has seen the Son has seen the Fa- 
ther who sent him,* one sees the Father in the Son, but 
there will be a time when one will see the Father and the 
things with the Father as the Son sees them. Then he will be 
an eyewitness, as it were, of the Father and of the Father’s 
things in a manner similar to the Son, and will no longer 
conceive of the things concerning God, of whom the Son is 
the image, from the image. 

(48) And I, at least, think that this is the goal when the 
Son delivers the kingdom to God and the Father, and when 
God becomes all in all.* 


44. Lk 1.2. 45. Cf. Mt 11.27; Lk 10.22. 
46. Cf. Gal 3.19. 47. Cf. Jn 14.9. 
48. Cf. 1 Cor 15.28. 
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(49) The Savior, speaks, therefore after he has seen [the 
things] with the Father. The Jews, however, who have be- 
lieved in him, have not seen [the things] with the Father, 
but have heard from the Father, so that they might do what 
they have heard. For this reason the Lord says to them, 
“And you, therefore, do the things that you have heard from 
the Father.” 

(50) But someone might ask when the Jews who have be- 
lieved in the Lord have heard from the Father. And another 
will reply, because he has understood the saying in a simple 
manner, “You do the things that you have heard from the 
Father,” that they heard from the Father when the Father 
uttered, through Moses and the prophets, the things which 
have been recorded in the law and the prophets that must 
be done. Whoever uses this saying against the heterodox 
proves clearly that the Father of Christ is no other than the 
God who gave the law and the prophets. 

(51) [But] another adduces also the statement, “Every- 
one who has heard from the Father, and has learned, comes 
to me, not that anyone has seen the Father, except the one 
who is with the Father, he has seen the Father.”” 

(52) This person will say that there are some souls that 
have taken on bodies that were instructed by the Father and 
heard him before they were born, who also come to the Sav- 
ior. Those Jews who believed in him and are now being 
questioned belonged to this group, to whom he said, “You, 
therefore, do the things that you heard from the Father.” 
This same person will say in addition that these are those 
who are also called seed of Abraham. 

(53) Someone might reply to this by declaring that the 
statement, “Everyone who has heard from the Father, and 
has learned comes to me,” shows that the one who has 
heard from the Father, and has learned from him by all 
means comes to the Savior. On the other hand, the state- 
ment, “And you, therefore, do the things that you have 


49. Cf. Jn 6.45-46. 
50. Jn 6.45. 
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heard from the Father,” which is made to those Jews seeking 
to kill the Son of God, to whom it is said, since they are not 
as yet children of Abraham, “If you are children of Abra- 
ham, do the works of Abraham,” proves that these do not 
as yet have the fruits of having come to the Savior. But an- 
other will respond to the one who replies in this way by de- 
claring that the clause, “Everyone who has heard from the 
Father, and has learned”” is not identical with the clause, 
“And you, therefore, do the things that you have heard from 
the Father.” For the one, in addition to having heard from 
the Father, because he has learned, by all means comes to 
the Savior, but those who have heard, but have by no means 
also learned, are, not as yet, children of Abraham. 


(54) Now we would ask those who also introduce the natures 
into the clause, “Because my word has no place in you,”™ and ex- 
plain, according to Heracleon, that zt has no place because they are 
unfit either in their essence or will, how those who are unfit in their 
essence have heard from the Father? 


(55) But we would also ask whether these were ever 
Christ’s sheep, or if they belonged to others.” And if they 
belonged to others, how did they hear from the Father 
when it is clearly said, as they think, to those belonging to 
others, “For this reason you do not hear, because you are 
not of my sheep.”” 

(56) Unless, perhaps, because they are hard pressed, they 
involve themselves in another absurdity by saying that those 
who belong to others have heard from the Father, but these 
same people do not hear from the Savior. But if they were of 
the Savior’s own household, and of the blessed nature, how 
did they seek to kill him? And how did the Savior’s word 
have no place in them? 


51. Cf. Jn 8.39. 
52. Jn 6.45. 
53. Jn 8.37. 

54. Cf. Jn 10.1. 
55. Cf. Jn 10.26. 
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They answered and said to him, Abraham is 
our father. (John 8.39) 


They Cannot Be Sons of God 


(57) These would appear to have replied as if they had 
understood the statement about who their father was in a 
much more lowly manner than the Lord meant it. 

(58) For Jesus was referring to God when he declared, 
“And you, therefore, do the things that you have heard from 
the Father.” They, however, make an humbler assertion 
about the father of their own nation, when they say, “Abra- 
ham is our father.” 

(59) But someone may come to their defense as having 
answered appropriately, and say that they reply, “Abraham is 
our father,” because they are modest and do not make 
themselves out to be sons of God, since Jesus has reference 
to God when he says, “You do the things that you have heard 
from the Father.” 

(60) It is clear, however, that the Savior refutes this, too, 
as a false statement by his reply, “If you are children of Abra- 
ham, do the works of Abraham.” 

(61) In addition, however, it would not be improper for 
one to raise the following question in reference to these 
matters. Since the Savior does not agree that they are chil- 
dren of Abraham, how can he say to them, “And you, there- 
fore, do the things which you have heard from the Father,” 
when the phrase, “from the Father,” has reference to God? 

(62) For if he who is not a child of Abraham [although] 
... he is among those after Abraham, is blameworthy, as 
these to whom the saying is addressed, by how much more 
will he not be a child of God. 

(63) But consider if we can also say regarding this ques- 
tion, that it has not been said, “And you, therefore, [do] the 


56. Jn 8.38. 57- Jn 8.38. 

58. Cf. Jn 8.39. 59. Jn 8.38. 

6o. Accepting Blanc’s conjecture of kainep. The text is damaged at this 
point. The entire translation of this sentence is, consequently, conjectural. 
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things that you have heard” from your father, [or] from our 
father, but “from the Father.” Whoever the Father may be, 
he is by no means the father of those who are not children 
of Abraham nor of those who have not been formed from 
the seed of Abraham to be Abraham’s children.® Or, can 
the words, “the things that you have heard from the Fa- 
ther”? be taken as equivalent to the words, “from my Fa- 
ther”? Now that the latter is the case will be clear from the 
statement, “I speak that which I have seen with the Father,” 
which is the same as saying, “with my Father.” 

(64) In what follows also we are taught of whom God is 
the Father, for it is because of them that the Savior also says, 
“If God were your Father you would love me.” 

(65) Now, it is clear that those who were seeking to kill 
the Son did not love him, and because they did not love him 
they would not be called sons of God. Consequently, it is 
clear that the statement, “And you, therefore, do the things 
which you have heard from the Father,” cannot be the 
same as saying “from your father.” 


Jesus says to them, If you are children of Abraham, 
do® the works of Abraham. (John 8.39) 


(66) Let those who fasten on to one of Abraham’s works, 
such as the statement, “Abraham believed God, and it was 
reckoned to him for justice,”” and think that this is what is 


61. For Origen’s distinction between Abraham’s children and Abra- 
ham ’s seed see above, sections 2-31. 

62. Jn 8.38. 63. Jn 8.38. 

64. Jn 8.42. 65. Jn 8.38. 

66. The imperfect is generally accepted as the correct reading today 
rather than the imperative which Origen has. The manuscript evidence is 
divided. The earliest texts, which come from Egypt, testify to each reading. 
The papyrus manuscript P® (c.200) and the important velim manuscript 
Vaticanus (4th century), in the original hand, have the imperative, as Ori- 
gen. The papyrus manuscript P® (3rd century) and the important Sinaiti- 
cus (4th century) in the original hand, have the imperfect. Sinaiticus has 
been changed by a later scribe to read the imperative, and Vaticanus has 
been changed to read the imperfect. 

67. Rom 4.3; Gn 15.6; Jas 2.23. 


220 ORIGEN 


referred to in the command, “Do the works of Abraham” 
(even if it be conceded to them that faith is a work, which 
would not be conceded by those who accept the saying as 
authoritative, “Faith without works is dead,”® nor by those 
who understand that to be justified by faith differs from 
being justified by works of law) explain why it was not said in 
the singular, “If you are children of Abraham, do the work 
of Abraham,” but in the plural, “Do the works of Abraham.” 
This is equivalent, I think, to saying, “Do all the works of 
Abraham.” 


The Works of Abraham 


(67) But if this is equivalent to saying, “Do all the works 
of Abraham,” the man who has a wife, and who wishes to 
show himself to be a child of Abraham by doing the works of 
Abraham in accordance with the Savior’s explanation, need 
not literally have sexual intercourse with a handmaid,” nor 
take another wife in old age after the death of his wife.” We 
also learn from this quite clearly that we must interpret the 
whole story of Abraham allegorically, and make each thing 
he did spiritual, beginning with the command, “Go forth 
from your land, your kindred, and your father’s house, into 
the land that I will show you.”” This statement is made not 
only to Abraham, but also to everyone who will be his child. 

(68) For prior to the time we receive the divine com- 
mand, we each have a certain land and kinship that is not 
good, as well as a house of our fathers before the Word of 
God encounters us. It is because” of all these things, accord- 
ing to the word of God, that we will have to go forth, if in- 
deed we hear the Savior saying, “If you are children of Abra- 
ham, do the works of Abraham.” For it is in this way, when 
we have left our land, that we will arrive at that land which 


68. Jas 2.26. The canonicity of the Epistle of James was still debated by 
some in Origen’s time. 

69. Cf. Gn 16.1-4. 70. Cf. Gn 25.1. 

71. Gn 12.1. 

72. Preuschen marks a corruption at this point in his text, but says 
nothing about it in his apparatus. Blanc notes this, and says something 
seems to be missing. | 
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God will show us, which is truly good and really abundant, 
and which the Lord God appropriately gives to those who 
have done what has been commanded in the words, “Go 
forth from your land.”” 

(69) And when we have left the kinship that is not good 
we will become a great nation, even greater than a human 
nation; and when we have despised the house of the father 
who is not to be praised, we will be blessed and our name 
will be magnified. We will be blessed to the extent that those 
who bless us will be blessed by God, and those who curse us 
will be under a curse, and every tribe of the earth will be 
blessed in us. At this time the Word may say of us too, “he 
went,” as was said of Abraham, “And Abraham went as the 
Lord said to him.” And I think that in the beginning, Lot 
will accompany us for a while. The statement, “And Lot went 
with him,”” is symbolic of this. And when we have gone up 
into the land of Chanaan, we will go through the land as far 
as the place of Sichem,” thus advancing in the ascent of 
thought until we come to the high oak.” 

(70) And the Lord God who appeared to Abraham will 
appear to us, and he will promise to give the land around 
the high oak to the spiritual seed of our soul.” 

(71) Now it is also the duty of him who has understood 
the command, “Do the works of Abraham,” to build an altar 
to the Lord who appears to us, too, where the high oak is, 
and afterwards to depart from the place of the high oak to- 
ward the mountain. The mountain is east of Bethel, which 
means “house of God.”” There he will pitch his tent with 
Bethel to the west and Hai to the east.” Hai means “feasts. ”®™ 

(72) And, as such a person advances, he will later build a 
second altar to the Lord, when he is now able also to call 
upon the name of the Lord.” And next, the one who will be 
a child of Abraham will depart from there, when he has 


73. Gn 12.1. 74. Gn 12.4. 

75. Gn 12.4. 76. Cf. Gn 12.6. 
77. Cf. Gn 12.6. 78. Cf. Gn 12.7. 
79. Cf. Lagarde OS 182.93. 80. Cf. Gn 12.8. 


81. Cf. Lagarde OS 181.76. 82. Cf. Gn 12.8. 
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somehow become more suited for command and under- 
stands for how many wars he must prepare himself, and he 
will encamp in the wilderness.” 

(73) After these things, he will experience a trial of 
famine in the land, and will go down into Egypt to sojourn 
there, that the famine which prevails upon the land may not 
also prevail against him.* And he will go down into Egypt 
with his beautiful wife, having made certain agreements 
with her, so that the Egyptians may treat him well because of 
her,® and he may acquire in Egypt “sheep, and cattle, and 
asses, and menservants, and maidservants, and mules, and 
camels. ”® 

(74) It would be the task of a wise man, capable of skill- 
fully plumbing the depths even of Scripture,” to speak of 
each of these matters, by examining every story related to 
Abraham in general, and the entirety of the things written 
about him, “which things are allegorical,"* [which] we, as 
spiritual persons, shall attempt to perform spiritually.” 

(75) But consider if our examination of the matters relat- 
ed to this passage does not prove that to become a child of 
Abraham is the part of a wise man who has also been 
adorned with every virtue. 

(76) For why must we speak of the amount of wisdom 
needed to understand the works of Abraham, and of the 
amount of power needed to perform them? And what sort 
of wisdom or power do we need, except Christ, who is “the 
power of God and the wisdom of God”” 

(77) What has been written, therefore, is, “If you are chil- 
dren of Abraham, do the works of Abraham,” but subse- 
quently you might say, in addition, If you are children of 
Isaac, do the works of Isaac, and likewise of Jacob, and of 
each of the holy fathers. 

(78) On the contrary, however, each person who sins is 
generically a child of the devil, since everyone “who com- 


83. Cf. Gn 12.9 (LXX). 84. Cf. Gn 12.10. 
85. Cf. Gn 12.11-13. 86. Cf. Gn 12.16. 
87. Cf. 1 Cor 2.10. 88. Gal 4.24. 


8g. Cf. 1 Cor 2.12-15. go. 1 Cor 1.24. 
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mits sin has been born of the devil.” But in addition, more 
specifically, he is a child as well either of Cain, or Cham, or 
Chanaan, or Pharao, or Nabuchodonosor, or some other 
impious person. 

(79) Consequently, you will say that each person will go 
to his own fathers when he is delivered from this life, for we 
must consider that at the time of departure it is said, not 
only to Abraham, but to all men, “But you will go to your fa- 
thers.”? “With peace,” however, is not said to all men at 
this time, but only to the saints; and the words, “having been 
maintained” to a good old age,” are addressed to those who 
have been perfected and have enjoyed a long spiritual life, 
since “understanding for men is grey hairs,”” and “old age is 
a crown of boasting,’ and the spiritual grey hairs that 
adorn them are a glory to truly godly elders. 


But now you seek to kill me, a man who 
has spoken the truth to you, which I have heard 
from God. (John 8.40) 


The Jews Seek To Kill Jesus As a Man 


(80) Those who seek to kill him seek to kill a man, since 
even if they should kill him, God is not killed. And if they 
seek to kill him, when they have not yet killed him they plot 
against him as against a man, not thinking that the one 
against whom they plot is God, for no one would continue 
to plot against him if he were convinced that the one against 
whom he plots is God. 

(81) Now, it is always possible, perhaps, to see those who 
plot against the Word of God. They seek to kill and utterly 
destroy him, because they assume that he is a man, that is, 
human and mortal. Or, they attack his more human and visi- 
ble aspect. Granted, however, that they may kill the Word’s 
body, it is clear that, after this, they can do nothing more. 


91. Cf. 1 Jn 3.8. 92. Gn 15.15. 

93. Gn 15.15. 

94. Tpadbeic, the reading of Codex Alexandrinus in the LXX. Rahlf’s 
edition of the LXX has tadetc, “buried,” at Gn 15.15. 

95. Wis 4.9. 96. Prv 16.31. 
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(82) For this reason we must not fear those who kill the 
body, but afterwards can do nothing more, nor must we fear 
those who kill the body, but cannot kill the soul of the 
Word.” 

(83) But if some word is such that both its body and soul 
can be destroyed because they deserve destruction, we must 
fear the Word who is able, as God, to destroy and obliterate 
both soul and body, whether in Gehenna, or however he 
wishes. For the Lord Jesus kills with the spirit of his mouth 
the word that opposes and exalts itself over everything that 
is called God or is worshipped,” and destroys it with the ap- 
pearance of his coming. 

(84) And these people whom the Word addresses seek in- 
deed to kill a man who has told them the truth that he has 
heard and received from God. 

(85) Nevertheless, even if we adopt a simpler understand- 
ing so far as this passage is concerned, the Savior clearly 
taught that what the Jews sought to destroy was not God, but 
a man, who indeed was destroyed. For it is not permitted to 
say that God dies. For this reason the Word in the beginning 
with God,” who also was God the Word, did not die. But 
since it has been written that “the Word became flesh,”” 
you will ask whether the Word that once became flesh, also 
did or did not become a man in having become flesh. 

(86) For if he became a man, it is possible to seek to de- 
stroy him. But if the Word that became flesh did not be- 
come a man, then because he was not destroyed, he has 
been restored to what he was before he became flesh, and 
likewise each [word] is restored [to that primitive state].'"! 


97. Cf. Mt 10.28; Lk 12.4. 

98. Cf. 2 Thes 2.8, 4; Is 11.4. 

gg. Cf. Jn 1.1. 

100. Jn 1.14. 

101. I take the masculine singular Exaotos to be a reference to the 
AOyos (i.e. reason) that dwells in each person. In this sense Adyo¢ is the 
equivalent of soul. On Origen’s belief in the existence of souls prior to 
bodies, see princ. 1.8.4; 2.9.1-8, and FOTC 80.146, note 302. 
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This Abraham did not do. (John 8.40) 


“Abraham Your Father Rejoiced To See My Day” 


(87) If Abraham has not done what he could not possibly 
have done, the words, “This Abraham did not do,” will seem 
to have been spoken without purpose. For some would say 
to this that the statement, “This Abraham did not do,” is 
made in vain, since he did not do what by no means oc- 
curred during his time, for Jesus did not exist during his 
time. 

(88) But since I assume that the statement, “This Abra- 
ham did not do,” has been made in praise of Abraham, as it 
were, I would say that, in accordance with the word that 
teaches, “Abraham your father rejoiced that he might see 
my day, and he saw it and was glad,” it is possible that 
there was also a man in Abraham’s time who spoke the truth 
that he heard from God,” and that Abraham, in truth, did 
not seek to kill this man. 

(8g) And note that there is no time when the man under- 
stood figuratively in relation to Jesus was not present in life, 
both after the time of the story about him and before. This 
is why I think that everyone who has once been illuminated 
and tasted the heavenly gift, and has become a participant 
in the Holy Spirit, and tasted the good word of God and the 
powers of the age to come, and has fallen away again, re- 
news himself to repentance, whether he crucified the Son of 
God previously, or crucified him again, and made him a 
mockery, either before or after the bodily sojourn of our 
Savior that is recorded. 

(go) For does not the one who sins now, after his illumi- 
nation and God’s other benefits to him, crucify the Son of 
God again by his own sins to which he has returned, al- 
though he does nothing that in the common literal use of 
language could be said to be a crucifixion of the Son of 
God? And did this not also happen earlier, and did not he 


102. Jn 8.56. 103. Cf. Jn 8.40. 
104. Cf. Heb 6.4-6. 
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who sinned after he had heard divine words crucify the Son 
of God in advance? 

(91) And if one agrees to accept what has been written in 
The Acts of Paulas said by the Savior, “I am about to be cruci- 
fied again,” just as he accepts that the statement, “I am 
about to be crucified again,” is made after the sojourn, so 
also would he accept that it could be said, “Now I am about 
to be crucified,” before the sojourn, whenever the same 
causes are present. 

(92) For why was he not also crucified previously, as he is 
about to be crucified “again”? But consider if the saying, “I 
have been crucified with Christ,™™® can be applied not only 
to the saints after his coming, but also to those previous 
saints, so that we may not say that the saints after his coming 
surpass Moses and the patriarchs. 

(93) And let the statement, “I no longer live, but Christ 
lives in me,”” be made not only by those after his coming, 
but also by those who preceded it. I note also in relation to 
the Savior’s saying, “The God of Abraham, and the God of 
Isaac and the God of Jacob, but he is not the God of the 
dead but of the living,” that perhaps Abraham and Isaac 
and Jacob are living because they, too, were buried with 
Christ and arose with him,’ but by no means at the time of 
Jesus’ physical burial or his physical Resurrection. These are 
our remarks on the statement: “This Abraham did not do.” 

(94) But what does “this” mean, other than to seek to kill 
a man who has spoken the truth that he has heard from 
God?” We explain it then as follows. The spiritual economy 
related to Jesus has always been present with the saints. 

(95) And if, contrary to the more usual approach, you 
refer these words anagogically to Abraham, understood in a 
more mystical manner, as we have assumed elsewhere, you 


105.See E. Hennecke, New Testament Apocrypha, ed. by W. 
Schneemelcher, trans. by R. McL. Wilson, Vol II (Philadelphia: Westmin- 
ster), 324. 

106. Gal 2.19. 107. Gal 2.20. 

108. Cf. Mt 22.32. 109. Cf. Col 2.12; Rom 6.4. 

110. Cf. Jn 8.40. 
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will attempt to explain everything related to this passage 
likewise by seeking the consequences of each of the details. 


You do the works of your father. (John 8.41) 


He Who Sins Is of the Devil 


(96) So far as this statement is concerned, it is not clear 
whom he wishes to say is the father of the Jews who have be- 
lieved in him and have not as yet known the truth; for he 
says all these things to them. 

(97) If it were not added a little later, “You are of your 
father the devil, and you wish to do the desires of your fa- 
ther,”"’ we would not have known clearly the meaning of 
the statement. 

(98) Now, it is not strange that, to those Jews who had be- 
lieved in him, but had not yet remained in his word that 
they might truly become his disciples and know the truth so 
as to be made free by it, he said, “You do the works of your 
father,” and, as is added in what follows, “You are of your fa- 
ther, the devil.”!” 

(99) For although what is said in this way of those who 
have believed in him and were, in some way, disciples, yet to 
be sure they were not already called disciples of Jesus in 
truth, seems harsh, nevertheless, we must understand also 
what John says in the catholic epistles about sons of God 
and sons of the devil. For he says, “He who commits sin is of 
the devil, for the devil sins from the beginning. 

(100) “The reason the Son of God appeared was that he 
might destroy the works of the devil. Everyone who has 
been born of God does not commit sin, for his seed abides 
in him, and he cannot sin, because he has been born of 
God. 

(101) “In this the children of God are manifest, and the 
children of the devil. No one who is unjust is of God, nor 
one who does not love his brother.” 


111. Jn 8.44. 112. Jn 8.44. 
113. Cf. 1 Jn 3.8-10. 
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(102) Since, therefore, these words are such, notice if it is 
not clearly stated that everyone “who commits sin is of the 
devil.” 

(103) In so far as we commit sins, we have not as yet put 
off the generation of the devil, even if we are thought to be- 
lieve in Jesus. Consequently Jesus says to those Jews who 
have believed,’ “You do the works of your father,” “father” 
meaning the devil because of the statement, “You are of 
your father the devil.”" 

(104) Now, if everyone “who commits sin is of the 
devil,” everyone who is not of the devil does not commit 
sin. 

(105) In addition, if “the reason the Son of God ap- 
peared was that he might destroy the works of the devil,”" 
to the extent that he has not yet destroyed the works of the 
devil in us, because we have not presented ourselves to him 
who destroys the works of the devil, we have not as yet put 
aside being children of the devil, since it is our fruits that 
show whose sons we are.'” 


“That You May Become Sons of Your Father Who Is in Heaven” 


(106) These words make it very clear that one is not a 
son of the devil as a result of creation, nor is any man said to 
be a son of God because he was so created. It is also clear 
that one who was previously a son of the devil can become a 
son of God. Matthew also reveals this when he records that 
the Savior spoke as follows, “You have heard that it was said, 
You shall love your neighbor and hate your enemy. But I say 
to you, you shall love your enemies, and pray for those who 
persecute you, that you may become sons of your Father 
who is in heaven.”!”° 

(107) For note that by [obeying] the commands, “Love 
your enemies,” and “Pray for those who persecute you,” he 


114. 1 Jn 3.8. 115. Cf. Jn 8.31. 
116. Jn 8.44. 117.1 Jn 3.8. 
118. 1 Jn 3.8. 119. Cf. Mt 7.16. 


120. Cf. Mt 5.43-45. In paragraphs 106 and 107 Origen is arguing 
against Gnostic determinism. 
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who previously was not a son of the Father in heaven, subse- 
quently becomes his son. In addition, it is clear that every 
person, on attaining the age of reason, is either a child of 
God or a child of the devil, because it is said, “In this the 
children’! of God and the children of the devil are mani- 
fest.”! It was said earlier of the children of the devil, “He 
who commits sin is of the devil,” and of the children of 
God, “Everyone who has been born of God does not com- 
mit sin, because his seed abides in him and he cannot sin 
because he has been born of God.”!** One either commits 
sin or does not commit sin. No one is between committing 
sin and not committing sin. If one commits sin, he is of the 
devil; if one does not commit sin, he has been born of God. 

(108) What is said in the same epistle about those who 
are in the Son of God and those who have not seen him fol- 
lows closely the statement in these verses about the children 
of God and the children of the devil. For John says, “Every- 
one who abides in him does not sin; everyone who sins has 
not seen him.”!? 

(109) If, then, everyone who abides in him does not sin, 
he who sins does not abide in the Son. And if everyone who 
sins has not seen him, he who has seen him does not sin. 

(110) You will also note’ at the same time because’ of 
the words “has seen him,” what John had in mind [when] 
he said, “Everyone who sins has not seen him,” that those 
who see the Son of God can always partake of the ability not 
to sin at all as a result of having seen him. 


121. Accepting the correction of Ferrarius in line with the text of 1 Jn 
3.10. The text of Origen has “works” both places “children” appears in 1 
n 3.10. 

i 122. 1 Jn 3.10 (as corrected by Ferrarius). See note 121. 

123. 1 Jn 3.8. 

124. 1 Jn 3.9. 

125. 1 Jn 3.6. 

126. Accepting the future indicative of M in place of Preuschen’s alter- 
ation to the aorist imperative. The étt þńosıç (future indicative) of para- 
graph 111, which parallels this statement suggests that the future is cor- 
rect. 

127. Following the reading of M with Blanc: 61 10. Preuschen has 
õtà top, following Wendland’s emendation. 
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(111) You will say further, that the statement, “You do the 
works of your father,” might be said sometimes to the sons 
of the devil, and sometimes to the sons of God. For those 
who sin do the works of their father the devil, but those who 
live a good life do the works of God their father. 

(112) Now, it is likely that someone will be troubled be- 
cause of these words and fear that the same person may, by 
doing good and bad works alternately, be a child of God be- 
cause of the good works, but a child of the devil because of 
the opposite works. But in addition to being very irrational, 
this is not meant by the words. 

(113) For John declares, “Everyone who has been born 
of God does not commit sin, because his seed abides in him, 
and he cannot sin because he has been born of God.”™ 


The Dignity of Being Born of God 

(114) Everyone, therefore, who has been born of God 
does not commit sin. It has not indeed been written that 
everyone who has been born of the devil does not do jus- 
tice, but, “he who commits sin is of the devil. ”” 

(115) Again, it has not been recorded, ‘He who does jus- 
tice is of God,’ in the same way as it is said, “He who com- 
mits sin is of the devil.” Give careful attention to the differ- 
ences in the propositions,’ and note how John has 
proposed them very precisely so that one might marvel at 
how accurately and, as some would say, logically, he has set 
them forth. He has not set forth the same things concern- 
ing those who are of the devil, and those who are of God. 
Now, he would have set them forth in a similar manner if he 
had written, ‘He who does justice is of God,’ just as he 
wrote, “He who commits sin is of the devil,” or had he writ- 
ten, ‘Everyone who has been born of the devil does not do 
justice,’ just as he wrote, “Everyone who has been born of 
God does not commit sin.” 


128. 1 Jn 3.9. 
129. 1 Jn 3.8. 
130. 1 Jn 3.8. 
131. Cf. Jo. I.34-35 (FOTC 80.103). 
132.1 Jn 3.8. 
133. 1 Jn 3.9. 
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(116) Perhaps he has also provided a very wise interpreta- 
tion by using the word “is” in the case of the one who is “of 
the devil,” and not using it in the case of those who are of 
God, and likewise by writing “has been born” in the case of 
those [who are born] of God, and not using this word in the 
case of those who are of the devil. 

(117) For he exalted the one who is of God when he ap- 
plied the expression “has been born” to him, but if he had 
also said this of the one who is of the devil, it would have in- 
dicated something worse than the statement, “he is of the 
devil.” 

(118) But also, if he had used the word “is” in the case of 
the one who is of God, in the same way as he applied it to 
the one who is of the devil, he would have presented some- 
thing inferior so far as the one who is of God is concerned, 
for to have been born of God is much better than to be of 
God. Now someone will say that some of the created beings 
are of God, and have by no means been born of God. These 
assuredly have a lower rank in the universe than those said 
to have been born of God. 

(119) Having arrived at the distinction between the state- 
ments, “He is of the devil,” and “He has been born of God,” 
you will ask whether there is someone who has been born of 
the devil, who by all means also is of the devil, since not 
everyone who is of the devil has been born [of the devil]. 
Furthermore, you will ask if there is someone who is of God, 
but who has not also been born of God, since not everyone 
now who is of God has been born of God. 

(120) The one who has been born of God, however, is 
characterized as not committing sin because God’s seed 
abides in him, and from the power of that seed which exists 
in him the characteristic of no longer being able to sin ap- 
pears in him. 

(121) Now, it is also said in the final words of the epistle, 
“That everyone who has been born of God does not sin, but 
he who has been born of God guards himself, and the 
wicked one does not touch him.”™ 


134. Cf. 1 Jn 5.18. 
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(122) Now, if the one who is born “of God guards himself 
and the wicked one does not touch him,” the one who does 
not guard himself so that the wicked one may not touch him 
has not been born of God, and everyone whom the wicked 
one touches, has not been born of God, for the wicked one 
touches those who do not guard themselves. 


The Children of Abraham Do the Works of Abraham 


(123) But because the statement, “You do the works of 
your father,” is added to the words about Abraham, when 
nothing has intervened, we ask whether this has been 
recorded because of the first command that was given to 
Abraham. 

(124) Now, the first divine word to him 1s as follows, “Go 
forth from your land, and from your kindred, and from 
your father’s house, and depart into the land that I will show 
you.” 

(125) Therefore, Abraham went forth from his father’s 
house, the very thing that those who are reproved for hav- 
ing incorrectly said, “Abraham is our father” have not 
done. 

(126) For if the children of Abraham do the works of 
Abraham, and the first of these works is to go forth from his 
own land, and from his own kindred, and from his own fa- 
ther’s house, and to depart into the land that God shows 
him, then this is why those to whom this word is addressed 
are reproved as not being children of Abraham, for it is 
clear that they are reproached because they have not gone 
forth out of their father’s house, since they still belong to 
the wicked father and still do the works of that father. 

(127) Now that we have made these remarks on this say- 
ing, I think we have clearly refuted those who think they can 
prove from this source that some are sons of the devil as a 
result of creation." 


135. Cf. Gn 12.1. 136. Jn 8.39. 

137. Cf. above, paragraphs 106 and 107, and note 120. Although Her- 
acleon is not mentioned in pars. 96-1 17, pars. 168-70, where Heracleon’s 
views on the same subject are explicitly set forth, show that Origen is argu- 
ing against Heracleon in this entire section. 
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They said to him, We have not been born of fornication; 
we have one Father, God. (John 8.41) 
This They Say Vindictively 

(128) I ask whether those Jews who are said to have be- 
lieved in him’ do not respond rather vindictively, because 
they were reproved as not being children of Abraham, by 
hinting in a veiled manner that the Savior was born of forni- 
cation. They assume this as probable because they do not ac- 
cept his famous and widely discussed birth from the Virgin. 

(129) For indeed it appears very irrational to me that 
they uttered these words in response to his saying. For if 
their statement, “We have not been born of fornication,” be 
understood in its literal sense, it is appropriate neither to 
what precedes nor to what follows. 

(130) Furthermore, since the Savior said that God was 
his Father,” and acknowledged no man as his father, it is 
likely because of the statement, “We have not been born of 
fornication,” that, to give offense, they in turn add, “We 
have one father, God.” It is as if they were saying, “We are 
the ones who have one Father, God, rather than you, who 
claim to have been born of a virgin, though you were born 
of fornication. You boast that you have been born of a virgin 
by saying that you have God alone as your one Father. We 
who acknowledge God as our Father do not deny that we 
also have a human father. 

(131) But someone will say that these words, understood 
in this way, cannot be the words of the Jews who had be- 
lieved in him. We must say in reply, however, that since the 
words addressed to them in the beginning, “If you continue 
in my word, you are my disciples indeed, and you will know 
the truth,” were spoken as if they were capable either of 
continuing in Jesus’ word or not continuing in it, it was not 
impossible that some of those who were reproved had not 
continued in his word, and, because they had not contin- 


138. Cf. Jn 8.31. 
139. Cf. Jn 5.18. 
140. Jn 8.31. 
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ued, replied in a vindictive and offensive manner, “We have 
not been born of fornication; we have one father, God.” 

(132) Now it seems to me that their answer is also rather 
contentious. For although they had said earlier, “We are 
seed of Abraham,” and had acknowledged this more clear- 
ly, as it were, in the statement, “Abraham is our father,” 
once they heard Jesus’ response, “If you are the children of 
Abraham, do the works of Abraham,” they asserted that 
one greater than Abraham was their father by saying, “We 
have one father, God.” 


All Who Are Not Born of God Are Born of Fornication 


(133) It may be, however, since some men are of the 
devil, and others have been born of God, that we would be 
correct in saying that all who have not been born of God 
have been born of fornication. 

(134) For those of the devil, whom he either begets or 
makes, are not of the bride, but of the whore, matter. And 
because these have craved bodily things and been engrossed 
in them, they join themselves to the whore, matter, and be- 
come one body with her.'* Those who have been born of 
God separate themselves from the whore, matter. They join 
themselves to the Lord’* and are united with the Word who 
was in the beginning with God,’ and with his wisdom, 
which “he created as a beginning of his ways for his 
works,” '*” so that they might become one spirit with her.'* 
“For he who joins himself to a whore is one body, but he 
who joins himself to the Lord is one spirit.”!” 


141. Jn 8.33. 

142. Jn 8.39. 

143. Jn 8.39. 

144. Cf. 1 Cor 6.16. 

145. Cf. 1 Cor 6.17. 

146. Cf. Jn 1.1. 

147. Cf. Prv 8.22. 

148. Le. wisdom, which is a feminine noun in Greek, and consequent- 
ly, when personified, is treated as a feminine person. 

149. Cf. 1 Cor 6.16-17. 


COMMENTARY ON JOHN, BOOK 20 235 


Jesus said to them, If God were your Father, you would 
love me; for I have proceeded and come from God. 


(John 8.42) 
If You Love Christ, God Is Your Father 


(135) Since those who introduce the natures use this say- 
ing, and explain it to mean that if God were your Father you 
would have recognized me as one of your family and a 
brother, and furthermore you would have loved me as your 
own, consequently we must address an additional question 
to them. Was there a time when Paul hated Jesus? 

(136) And did he hate him when he was ravaging and 
persecuting the Church of God?" And did the first divine 
revelation speak the truth indeed when it asked him, “Saul, 
Saul, why do you persecute me?” 

(137) If, then, the [conditional] proposition is true, “If 
God were your father, you would love me,”’” it is clear that 
the [conditional] contrary to this is also true: If you do not 
love me, God is not your Father. God is not the Father, 
therefore, of those who do not love Jesus. And there was a 
time when Paul did not love Jesus. There was a time, then, 
when God was not Paul’s Father. 

(138) Paul, therefore, was not a son of God by nature, 
but later became a son of God, since we would also consider 
true the consequent derived from the conditional proposi- 
tion,” namely, “But in fact, God is your Father, Paul, there- 
fore you love Jesus.” 

(139) But, in addition, since the [conditional], “If God 
were your Father, you would love me,” was true prior to 
Paul’s faith, it would be fitting to admit that Jesus said 
[then], as it were, “But in truth, you do not love me, there- 
fore God is not your Father, Paul.” 


150. Cf. Gal 1.13. 151. Acts 9.4. 

152. Jn 8.42. 

153. CUvNuuévov. This was the meaning of the term in Stoic logic. See 
LSJ sv. ovvanta, II.3; Blanc, Origéne IV, 382-83; Benson Mates, Stoic 
Logic, 135. 

154. See R. E. Heine, “Stoic Logic as Handmaid to Exegesis and Theol- 
ogy in Origen’s Commentary on the Gospel of John,” JTS, n.s. 44 (1993): 


103-7. 
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(140) Now, at what other time does God become one’s 
Father than at the time one keeps his commandments It is 
because of these commandments that one who was not for- 
merly a son of the Father in heaven becomes his son, when 
the Father leads the one who becomes his son to regenera- 
tion, and is called his Father. 

(141) It is also possible to apply the following words 
recorded in the Gospel according to Matthew to these mat- 
ters. “You have heard that it was said, You shall love your 
neighbor, and hate your enemy. 

(142) “But I say to you, You shall love your enemies and 
pray for those who persecute you, that you may become sons 
of your Father in heaven.” 

(143) For note the clause, “that you may become sons of 
your Father in heaven,” which indicates that one who was 
not formerly a son of the Father in heaven becomes his son. 


“That You May Become Sons of Your Father in Heaven” 


(144) And when you have also carefully observed that 
“your” is added to “Father” (for it is written, “That you may 
become sons of your Father”), you will ask whether this was 
said in the simpler sense, or the “your” is added because the 
copies are in error. For we would have made no investiga- 
tion had it been written, “That you might become sons of 
the Father in heaven.” For one to become a son, however, 
not simply of the Father in heaven, but of his own Father, 
seems to contain a contradiction. 

(145) For if he is his Father [already], he does not later 
become his son; but if he becomes his son, he was not [pre- 
viously] his Father. 

(146) At the same time, however, you will consider why 
some of those assumed to have believed are said to be ser- 
vants of God, and others are called his sons. Perhaps it is not 
some random command, but certain extraordinary achieve- 
ments that make the one who has achieved them become a 
son of God. 


155. Cf. Mt 5.43-45. 
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(147) Since there are many precepts in the Gospel ac- 
cording to Matthew, observe that the promise, “That you 
may become sons of your Father in heaven,” is added to 
the words, “But I say to you, You shall love your enemies and 
pray for those who persecute you.” 

(148) For indeed, likeness to God and imitation of him 
who loves everything that exists, who detests nothing that he 
has made and cares for all things (since all things belong to 
him, the master who loves souls’), are demonstrated by lov- 
ing one’s own enemies and praying for those who persecute 
one. 

(149) But how would the added promise, “That you may 
become sons of your Father in heaven,” be appropriate to 
the words, “It was said, You shall not commit adultery, but I 
say to you that everyone who looks at a woman to desire her 
has already committed adultery with her in his heart”?' Or 
how would it be appropriate to those words about the loss of 
one of one’s members so his whole body may not go into 
hell?” 

(150) Furthermore, if the promise, “That you may be- 
come sons of your Father in heaven,”’” were added to the 
words, “It was said to those of old, You shall not swear, but 
you shall perform your oaths to the Lord; but I say to you 
not to swear at all,” it would obviously have caused much 
difficulty. 

(151) But now, just as the Father in heaven makes the 
sun rise on the evil and the good,' so each of God’s sons, 
having love in himself like a sun, makes this rise also upon 
those who are evil whenever he loves his enemies. And again 
just as God sends rain upon the just and the unjust,’® so the 
saint sends down prayer, a kind of rain as it were, upon 
those who, because they persecute him, are below him, 
since he prays even for such people. 


156. Mt 5.45. 157. Cf. Mt 5.44. 

158. Cf. Wis 11.24, 26. 159. Mt 5.45. 

160. Cf. Mt 5.27-28. 161. Cf. Mt 5.29-30. 

162. There is a space for two or three letters at this point in the MS. 
163. Mt 5.33-34. 164. Cf. Mt 5.45 


165. Cf. Mt 5.45 
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These are our remarks to clarify the words we have been 
considering, “If God were your Father, you would love me.” 


“Behold, the Lord Proceeds from His Place” 


(152) Now let us also consider the statement, “I have pro- 
ceeded and come from God.” It seems useful to me to juxta- 
pose to these words the following words from Micheas: 
“Hear my words, you people, and let the earth and all who 
are therein pay attention; and the Lord shall be among you 
for a witness, the Lord from his holy house. Wherefore be- 
hold, the Lord proceeds from his place, and will come down 
and tread upon the high places of the earth, and the moun- 
tains will be shaken under him, and the valleys will be dis- 
solved like wax before fire and like water tumbling down in 
a waterfall.” 

(153) Now, consider whether the statement, “I have pro- 
ceeded from God,” is equivalent to the statement, “The 
Lord proceeds from his place,” since, when the Son is in the 
Father, being in the form of God before he empties 
himself,” God is his place, as it were. 

(154) And if indeed one considers him who, before he 
has emptied himself, is in the essential form of God, he will 
see the Son who has not yet proceeded from God himself, 
and the Lord who has not yet proceeded from his place. 

(155) But when one compares the condition that result- 
ed from having taken up the form of a servant after he had 
emptied himself,’* with that former condition of the Son, 
you will understand how the Son has proceeded from God 
and has come to us,® and has come out, as it were, of the 
one who sent him, even if, in another manner, the Father 
has not left him alone, but is with him, and is in the Son 
just as also the Son is in the Father.”” 


166. Cf. Mi 1.2-4. 
167. Cf. Phil 2.6-7. 
168. Cf. Phil 2.7. 
169. Cf. Jn 8.42. 
170. Cf. Jn 8.29. 
171. Cf. Jn 14.10. 
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(156) For unless you understand that the Son is in the 
Father in a different way than he was before he proceeded 
from God, it will seem contradictory that he has both pro- 
ceeded from God, and, after he has proceeded from God, is 
still in God. 

(157) Others, however, interpret the statement, “I pro- 
ceeded from God,” to mean, “I have been begotten by God.” 
These must say consequently that the Son has been begot- 
ten of the Father’s essence, as one might understand this 
also in the case of those who are pregnant, and that God is 
diminished and lacking, as it were, in the essence that he 
formerly had, when he has begotten the Son. 

(158) These people must also say, as a consequence, that 
the Father and the Son are corporeal, and that the Father 
has been divided. These are the doctrines of people who 
have not even dreamed of an invisible and bodiless nature 
that is pure essence. 

(159) Now, it is clear that these people locate the Father 
in a physical place, and understand that the Son has come 
into life by exchanging one place for another in a material 
sense, and not by exchanging one condition for another, as 
we have understood it. 


For I have not come of myself, but he sent me. 


(John 8.42) 


(160) I think that these words were spoken because there 
were some who came of themselves and had not been sent 
by the Father. Jeremias also teaches us of such men who 
promise some teaching or prophecy, where it is written, “I 
did not send the prophets, and they ran.”!” 

(161) But if certain powers also come to men, although 
they are not sent by the Father, consider if some of them 
have proceeded from God and have erred in the fact that 
they were not sent by him.’” 

172. Jer 23.21. 


173. Origen is making a distinction between the two verbs in Jn 8.42: 
to have proceeded from God, and to have been sent by him. 
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(162) We must also not fail to examine the passage in re- 
gard to the doctrine of the soul, for perhaps the soul of 
Jesus was in God and his fullness when it was in its own per- 
fection, and, after it had proceeded from there by being 
sent by the Father, it took up a body from Mary.™ Other 
powers, however, did not proceed from God in this way, that 
is, they were neither dispatched nor sent forth by the will of 
God. 


Why do you not know my speech? Because you cannot 
hear my word. (John 8.43) 


Be Opened 


(163) The reason my speech is not known to you, he says, 
is that you cannot hear my word. First, then, we must ac- 
quire the ability to hear the divine word, so that subsequent- 
ly we may also be able to know all Jesus’ speech. 

(164) For it is possible that, although one previously 
could not hear Jesus’ word, he could later attain the ability 
to hear it, since one cannot hear insofar as he has not yet 
had his hearing healed by the Word who says to the deaf, 
“Be opened.” ” 

(165) But whenever the fetter responsible for the deaf- 
ness is destroyed, then one will be able to hear Jesus, at 
which time he can also know his speech. Or, let those who 
think that the teaching concerning the natures” is also con- 
firmed through these words tell us whether those whom he 
later healed were able to hear when they were still deaf, or 
were unable. 

(166) Now, since it is clear that “they were unable,” it is 
evident that it is possible to change from not being able to 
hear Jesus’ words to hearing them, and that the inability to 
hear is not the result of a nature which is incurable. We 


174. On Origen’s doctrine of the preexistence of souls see section 86 
above and the note there. 

175. Cf. Mk 7.34. 

176. The word is singular, but Origen must be referring to the Gnostic 
doctrine of the different natures. 
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must apply these words especially to the heterodox who re- 
joice in allegories and refer the story about the healings an- 
agogically to the healings of the soul, when every sickness 
and every weakness is relieved by Jesus.’” 

(167) I think hearing is used here in the sense of under- 
standing what is said, and knowing in the sense of agreeing, 
once one has comprehended and been enlightened by the 
light of knowledge concerning what is said. 


Heracleon: The Deaf Are of the Devil 


(168) Heracleon, however, assumes that the reason for their inabil- 
ity to hear Jesus’ word and to know his speech is explained in the statement, 
“You are of your father the devil.”’” He says, at any rate, in his own 
words, “And why can you not hear my word, other than that you are of 
your father the devil?” This means “of the essence of the devil,” and further 
makes their nature clear to them. He had rebuked them previously'” 
because they were neither children of Abraham,” otherwise they would not 
have hated him, nor of God, because they did not love him. 

(169) Now if the statement, “You are of your father the devil,” 
were taken as we explained it above, and he had said, “Because 
you are still of the devil, you cannot hear my word,” we too would 
have accepted Heracleon’s interpretation. 

(170) But now it is clear that he means that some men are of the 
same essence as the devil, being of a different essence than those whom they 
call psychics or pneumatics, as his followers maintain. 


You are of your’ father the devil, and you wish to do 
the desires of your father. (John 8.44) 


The Ambiguity of the Text 


(171) The text is ambiguous. One meaning suggested by 
it is that the devil has a father, and, so far as the literal 
meaning is concerned, those addressed by this word appear 
to be derived from this father.’” There is another [possible 


177. Cf. Mt 4.23. 178. Jn 8.44. 

179. Accepting nmpoeAeyEac with Blanc and others. 

180. Cf. Jn 8.39. 

181. This pronoun is in the text of neither John nor Origen. 

182. The text of John could possibly be read: “You are of the father of 
the devil.” This takes the second genitive phrase to express relationship, 
rather than being in apposition with the first genitive phrase. 
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meaning], however, which is preferable, namely, “You are of 
this father, concerning whom the title ‘devil’ is predicated.” 

(172) What is said, therefore, would be ambiguous, even 
if the first genitive article were removed, but the meaning of 
the phrase would appear much more clearly. He, however,” 
who agrees that there is some father of the devil whose sons 
Jesus would appear to say these are to whom the saying is ad- 
dressed, will use the following additional words, “When he 
speaks a lie, he speaks of his own, because he is a liar and 
his father.'** He will say that the lie is the devil, but another, 
in addition to him, is the father of the lie. 

(173) But this conclusion will not be correct, for the lie, 
instead, will refer to the antagonist of him who said, “I am 
the truth.”!® This is the antichrist, whose father is a liar, 
being the devil. 

(174) But someone may likely take offence at the an- 
tichrist being a lie,’*® since he will no longer be culpable if, 
in substance, he is nothing other than a lie. If one compares 
with this what is said in Ezechiel about one who, because of 
evil, has changed so he has become destruction, “You have 
become destruction, and you shall not exist forever,”'*’ he 
will support in the same way the possibility that someone 
may be of the lie, not by his substance from creation, but 
having become such and having been endowed with such a 
nature, if I may use a novel expression, by change and his 
own choice. 

(175) Someone, to avoid as nonsense the assertion that 
the antichrist is a lie, will say that the statement, “When he 
speaks a lie, he speaks of his own,” refers to all who lie, for 


183. I follow Brooke and Blanc in rejecting Wendland’s insertion of a 
negative. 

184. Jn 8.44. Again John’s text can be read this way. The final genitive 
third person pronoun, however, is usually taken to refer to the lie, and not 
to the devil, i.e., “he is a liar and the father thereof.” 

185. Cf. Jn 14.6. 

186. Origen means that this constitutes the antichrist’s essence or sub- 
stance from creation. 

187. Cf. Ez 28.19. 

188. Jn 8.44. This could also be rendered, “Whenever the lie speaks, he 
speaks of his own.” This may be the way Origen understood the statement. 
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whenever the lie in each liar speaks, “he speaks of his own,” 
namely the lie. But in addition, the statement, “His father is 
a liar,” refers to the fact that each one who brings forth a 
lie from his own mouth is father of the lie that he speaks. 
Such an interpretation indeed will not be completely lack- 
ing in persuasion. Let these remarks be made as relevant to 
the ambiguity of the statement we are expounding. 


The Desires of the Devil 


(176) But, since we discussed this statement in anticipa- 
tion when we were explaining the words, “You do the works 
of your father,” and we brought together from many 
places the words that appeared useful to us for the interpre- 
tation, we will not now spend further time on the passage.” 
But if someone has been born of the devil by committing 
sin,” and has not nullified his birth from him, he wishes to 
perform, not one, but many desires of such a father. And 
since the desires in every son of the devil have been born 
from the desires that are in the devil, it is clear that the de- 
sires of that person are thoughts of matter and corruption, 
which one might properly say are hostile to God.'” 

(177) It is not absurd, therefore, to assert that the desires 
of the devil are murders, and acts of injustice and covetous- 
ness, since he has engendered desires very similar to these 
in his sons. But it is also not absurd to say, in general, that 
the desires of the devil are unclean acts which are opposed 
in nature to cleanness, and it is not difficult to believe that 
from these desires of the devil arise the desires for unclean 
things in the children of the devil. 

(178) But one might be hesitant to agree in addition to 
the assertion that prostitution is a desire of the devil, or 
adultery, or pederasty, or effeminacy (even if he be at a loss 
how these desires arise in men apart from the desires in the 


189. Cf. Jn 8.44. 190. Jn 8.41. 

191. See above, sections g6ff. 

192. Cf. 1 Jn 3.8, pars. 117-19 above, and hom. in Ex. 8.6 (FOTC 
71.329). 

193. Cf. Rom 8.7; 2 Pt 1.4. 
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devil, as far as the literal meaning is concerned) as if some- 
thing general about human desires is being presented, 
namely that men wish to do the desires of their father, so 
that everything that they desire contrary to law was earlier 
the desire of their father. 

(179) For such is the meaning of the words, “You wish to 
do the desires of your father.” But we must say in reference 
to these matters that the devil desires, let us say, that this 
boy be corrupted, and that this woman commit adultery, 
and that these men visit prostitutes, and, by the power of 
these desires, he makes the desire to do the things that he 
wishes to effect serve him so that, according to this, one 
could say that the one who causes the prostitution or adul- 
tery practices prostitution and commits adultery before the 
human involved. 

(180) And you will say the same thing also about every 
sin, that is to say, the devil does not desire money, but he de- 
sires to make people lovers of money and passionately de- 
sirous of material things. And those who love money, even if 
all they do is wish for it, will to carry out this desire of his. 

(181) This is why we must pay attention to everything we 
wish to do, and examine whether what we wish to do comes 
from the desires of the devil, that we may cease wishing to 
do those things that we have perceived to be of the desires 
of the devil. We know that everyone who wishes to do the 
desires of the devil by no means has God as Father, but has 
become a child of the devil, and been formed from wishing 
to do the desires of the worse one, and is in the image of the 
wicked father, from whom the images of that earthly man 
come and receive their imprint. For that first man was of the 
earth.’ 

(182) Because, therefore, the first man fell away from the 
superior things and desired a life different from the superi- 
or life, he deserved to be a beginning neither of something 
created nor made, but “of something molded by the Lord, 
made to be mocked by his angels.” Now, our true sub- 


194. Cf. 1 Cor 15.47—-49. | 195. Jb 40.19 (LXX). 
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stance too is in our being according to the image of the Cre- 
ator,™ but the substance resulting from guilt is in the thing 
molded, which was received from the dust of the earth.” 

(183) And if, forgetful, as it were, of the superior essence 
in us, we subordinate ourselves to that which is molded 
from dust, even the superior part will take on the image of 
the earthly. But if, once we have understood what has been 
made according to the image and what has been received 
from the dust of the earth, we should completely incline to 
him in whose image we have come into existence, we will 
also be according to the likeness of God,'” having aban- 
doned every passionate desire for matter and bodies, and 
even for some of those beings who are according to the like- 
ness. 

(184) But since, according to the divine Scriptures, de- 
sire belongs to those things that are morally indifferent, 
since the Scriptures do not know the precision of meanings 
among the Greeks who make such distinctions, so that they 
call willing, which they define as rational longing, honor- 
able, but desire, which they say is irrational longing or ex- 
cessive longing, they call bad, we must say that every created 
nature wishes to do the desires of its own father, just as every 
nature also does the works of its own father.’ The one is of 


196. Cf. Col 3.10. 197. Cf. Gn 2.7. 

198. Cf. Gn 1.26. 

199. Origen is reflecting here the words in John 8.44, 41 when he 
refers to doing “the desires of its own father” and “the works of its own fa- 
ther.” A similar definition of “desire” appears in a fragment containing 
Origen’s comments on Rom 7.8 (A. Ramsbotham, “The Commentary of 
Origen on the Epistle to the Romans. III,” JTS 14 [1913]: xxxviii, 13-14), 
and in Clement, paed. I.13.101.1 and str. II.20.119.3, and the same defini- 
tion of “willing” appears in Clement, fr. 41, The definitions come from 
Stoic ethics. They appear verbatim, i.e. willing is rational longing and de- 
sire is irrational longing, in the third century work of Diogenes Laertius 
(Diogenis Laertit Vitae Philosophorum, ed. H. S. Long (Oxford, 1964], II. 
7.113, 116), and in the (perhaps) second century work of Pseudo-Andron- 
icus (Andronici qui fertur libelli, epi Tl&@wv, Pars Prior de affectibus, ed. X. 
Kreuttner [Heidelberg, 1884], 12.4, 20.5). The same definitions are re- 
peated in the fifth century work of Stobaeus (Ioannis Stobaei, Anthologti II. 
ed. C. Wachsmuth [Berlin, 1958], II.164, 166, 170, 172), and the defini- 
tion of “desire” occurs in the tenth century lexicon of Suidas (Suidae Lexi- 
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a father who is holy and unbegotten (and this is God), and 
the other is of an evil father, who exists as a father from 
nothing. For some father did not cause evil to subsist in 
him; it was the act of turning away from God that engen- 
dered it. 

(185) It is clear, therefore, that what is now being exam- 
ined in relation to the statement, “And you wish to do the 
desires of your father,” has reference to the devil, since the 
statement, “You are of your father the devil,” precedes it, 
and the statement, “He was a murderer from the beginning” 
follows. 


If We Do the Works of God, and Wish To Do His Desires, 
We Are Sons of God 


(186) Now the words, “You wish to do the desires of your 
father,” might also appropriately be addressed, not only to 
each of the children of the devil, but also to each of the chil- 
dren of God. For certain desires are also said to belong to 
God, although they are called his purposes. 

(187) For example, it is said in the eighteenth Psalm, 
“The judgments of the Lord are true, justified in them- 
selves, more to be desired than gold and very precious 
stone.” Even if [we should read], as some of the copies 
have, “the objects of desire are beyond gold and very pre- 
cious stone,” you will agree that it is fitting that one desire 
the objects of desire, just as the objects of blessing are wor- 
thy to be blessed, and the objects of love of being loved. 

(188) Therefore, as the objects of blessing are blessed 
more by God, and the objects of love are loved more by 
God, so also the objects of desire would reasonably be de- 
sired more by God, if we understand desire in the more pos- 
itive sense, as we discussed it previously.” But the Savior also 


con Graece et Latine, ed. G. Bernhardy [Halis et Brunsvigae, 1853], II. 
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says, “With desire I have desired to eat this pasch with you, 
before I suffer.” 

(189) Now, the text in hand is sufficient [to show] that 
there is also an inferior desire, but we must also add, no less, 
the saying, “Whoever looks on a woman to desire her has al- 
ready committed adultery with her in his heart.” Now, he 
who desires by no means desires what is absent, just as he 
who wishes does not wish for things that are absent. 

(190) Now, we have treated this in advance because of 
the objects of God’s desire, and the desires of the perfect. 

(191) Any son, then, of anyone wishes to do the desires 
of his own father, and any son of anyone does the works of 
his father. In the same way, the Savior wishes to do the de- 
sires of his own Father, and does the works of his own Fa- 
ther. 

(192) “The man of sin, the son of destruction,”” also 
wishes to do the desires of his own father, and does the 
works of his own father. In our case too, the works of men 
are always either of God or of the devil, and what we wish to 
do is either the desire of our good Father in heaven or of 
his enemy, the devil. 

(193) If we do the works of God and wish to do his de- 
sires, we are sons of God; but if we do the works of the devil, 
and wish to do what he desires, we are of our father, the 
devil. 

(194) Let us pay attention, then, not only to what we do, 
but also to what we desire. For even to wish to do the desires 
of the devil is sufficient to be his son. Perhaps this is why the 
words, “You wish to do the desires of your father,” are added 
after the statement, “You do the works of your father,” so 
that we may learn that if we merely wish to do what the devil 
desires we will be called sons of the devil. 

(195) Now, someone may plausibly respond to these re- 
marks that, therefore, to wish to do the desires of God is suf- 
ficient to be his son, even if the performance of God’s works 
be lacking. 

(196) But we must reply that the one who wishes to do 
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the desires of God must also perform the works of God, for, 
as Paul says, not only to will, but also to act is of God,”” since 
acting certainly accompanies willing the good as a yoke-fel- 
low (for also, “to those who love God, all things work togeth- 
er for good”). He who made all things very good” would 
not leave willing the good imperfect. But neither is it possi- 
ble to conceive of willing the good unless action that is good 
in relation to such willing is joined with the good willing. 

(197) The activity, however, related to willing would fre- 
quently be hindered by providence, with good reason, when 
it is necessary to restrain the action related to willing what is 
inferior on behalf of some general good, or any good what- 
ever. 


Men Do Not Differ with Respect to Their Essense 


(198) Now Heracleon says on these words, “Those to whom the 
word was addressed were of the essence of the devil,” as though the es- 
sence of the devil is another essence over and above the essence of 
other rational creatures. 

(199) But in this remark he appears to me to have been in a 
state of mind like that of one who asserts that there is one essence 
of the eye that overlooks and another of the eye that sees, and one 
essence of the ear that misunderstands, and another of the ear 
that hears correctly. 

(200) For just as in these matters the essence is not different, 
but some reason for misunderstanding and overlooking super- 
venes, so, since everything has been disposed by nature to follow 
reason, the essence, as a consequence, is the same whether it ac- 
cepts reason or refuses it. 

(201) For we could not say, in the case of us humans, in what 
respect that which follows reason differs from that which does not, 
although after understanding what is said, one makes a decision 
and assents to what is said, and another rejects it. 


(202) Now, we have frequently said that if this impossibil- 
ity be allowed (I mean that the devil is of a different essence 
and is incapable of experiencing better things), we will con- 
struct a defense for him that removes him from all responsi- 
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COMMENTARY ON JOHN, BOOK 20 249 


bility for his wickedness, and will lay the blame on the one 
who invested him with being and created him, which is the 
most absurd thing conceivable. 

(203) Now, the absurdity will be evident to one who has 
considered the essence of human souls, and has observed 
that, just as it is inconceivable that there are some human 
bodies that differ from other human bodies, some being of 
one essence and others of another, so also it is inconceivable 
that there are souls that differ from souls, and intelligence 
that differs from intelligence, and thought that differs from 
thought. 

(204) But you will say the same thing also in the case of 
reason and the faculties in the soul, both of memory and 
the imagination. For if one man differs from another in 
essence, the faculties of the soul also must differ, and, let us 
say, one memory differs [from another], and one thought 
differs from another. 

(205) But let us examine the teaching concerning these 
faculties that may also be conceived and thought of in a sim- 
ilar way, so that, in like manner, we may agree with, suspend 
judgment, or reject what they call spiritual and what they 
call earthly. For did a similar change occur in different 
essences, or was the change similar because this change was 
of the same essence with that which resulted? 

(206) To say, therefore, that the same types of imagina- 
tions, agreements, thoughts, and memories have occurred 
in different essences is irrational. But it is foolish to say that 
some things are partly of the same essence, as though over 
and above one essence there is also another essence in 
them. 

(207) For let them produce, alongside these faculties in 
those whom they say are spiritual, some other essence which 
neither thinks, intends, nor has memory or imagination, 
which is superior to thinking and intending, or among the 
earthly is similar or inferior, for they will not say superior. 

(208) It is likely, however, that they will reply that, just as 
it is possible for the dissimilar essence of gold, silver, tin, 
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lead, and wax to be stamped in the same manner by the 
same seal, so it is possible, from the same impressions, that 
similar types appear in those with different essences and in 
those imagined. And they will say the same thing also in the 
case of purpose, thought, and memory. 

(209) But see whether, even though this argument seems 
to be very persuasive, because the comparison is dissimilar, 
it can mislead and deceive rather than persuade the one 
who understands the example accurately. For, in the case of 
the image, I can show that, whether the imprint is in gold or 
in silver, the imprint qua imprint is similar, but it shows a 
specific character of having been done in gold in distinction 
from having been imprinted in silver or the other materials. 

(210) So, then, let them show us the distinctive feature of 
the one who has received an impression that is better, or 
worse, or inferior, and let them also attempt to describe the 
essence that differs from those who have received the mark 
of the imprints in a similar manner. For since they have not 
shown it, they will assert it, but they will not prove it. 


(211) Let these remarks be made on Heracleon’s statement 
that the words, “of your father the devil” mean, “of the essence of this fa- 
ther.” Again Heracleon makes a distinction in reference to the 
statement, “You wish to do the desires of your father,” and says 
that the devil does not have a will, but has desires. 

(212) The inconceivability of his argument is self-evident, for 
anyone would admit that he wills wicked things. And, although we 
do not have [texts] in hand at present to cite as evidence, you 
yourself will collect [such texts] to see if “willing” has been applied 
to the devil anywhere in Scripture. 

(213) After this, Heracleon says that these words were not addressed 
to the earthly people who are sons of the devil by nature, but to the psychics 
who become sons of the devil by adoption. It follows from this that some 
can be called sons of God by nature, and some by adoption. 

(214) And he says indeed that these who are not such by nature be- 
come children of the devil by loving the desires of the devil and doing them. 

(215) He also makes a distinction, namely that one must under- 
stand the term “children” in a threefold manner. first by nature, second by 
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choice, third by merit. What has been begotten by some parent, he says, is a 
child “by nature,” and is properly called a child; a child “by choice” results 
when someone, by doing the will of another of his own choice, is called a 
child of him whose will he does; others are called children “by ment” in the 
sense that some are said to be children of hell, others of darkness, others of 
lawlessness, and others to be offspring of serpents and vipers.” 

(216) For these things, he says, do not give birth to anyone because of 
their own nature, for they are deadly and destroy those cast into them, but 
because some have done their works, they are said to be their children. But 
after he made such a distinction, he did not support his interpreta- 
tion from the Scriptures in any way. 

(217) We would reply to him, however, that if it is not by nature 
but by merit that some are called children of hell, and darkness, 
and lawlessness (for these are things that are deadly and destroy 
rather than bring things into existence), how does Paul say some- 
where, “We were by nature children of wrath, even as the rest”??” 
Or let them tell us how wrath, whose children we were, is not de- 
structive and especially deadly by itself. 

(218) Again he says that Jesus says that these are now children of 
the devil, not because the devil begot certain ones, but because they became 
like the devil by doing his works. 

(219) But how much better it is to declare of all the children of 
the devil, that they become like him by doing his works, and that 
they are not called children of the devil because of their essence 
and their constitution independent of their works? 


He was a murderer from the beginning, and he did 
not stand in the truth, because truth is not in him. 


(John 8.44) 
The Devil Is a Murderer 


(220) It is true that one who has killed a man in whatever 
manner is a murderer in the common sense of the word. 
The term murder, however, is also a morally neutral?” term 
in the sense in which Phinees committed murder in the zeal 
of God when he killed the Israelite man and the Madianite 
woman when the Israelite committed fornication with her.?% 


211. Cf. Mt 23.15, 33. 212. Cf. Eph 2.3. 
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Phinees would not be said to be a murderer in a blamewor- 
thy sense, nor would David when he [smote] Goliath “in the 
name of the Lord of hosts, the God of the army of Israel.” 
[Because of this ambiguity in the term murderer], we must 
ask about the true life of man and his death, which is op- 
posed to this true life, that we may understand what mur- 
derer means in the blameworthy sense. 

(221) So far as the literal sense is concerned, you will 
mention that Adam and Eve were not destroyed so long as 
they had not sinned, but died immediately on the day in 
which they ate of the forbidden tree. No one other than the 
murderous devil killed them when he deceived Eve through 
the serpent, and Eve gave to her husband of the tree and 
_the man ate.””® 

(222) The statement, “I shall not die, but live, and shall 
declare the works of the Lord,””"” must be understood, how- 
ever, in respect to the deeper aspects of what it teaches, 
along with the following remarks the Savior made to the 
Sadducees in the Gospel according to Matthew, remarks 
which are very mysterious to those capable of understand- 
ing what is said. “Concerning the resurrection of the dead, 
have you not read what was spoken by God, saying to you, I 
am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God 
of Jacob? God is not God of the dead, but of the living.” 
Similar words are found in the Gospel according to Luke, 
“Now even Moses has revealed that the dead are raised, as 
he says at the bush, the Lord God of Abraham, and the God 
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; he is not the God ef the 
dead, but of the living, for all live in him. ”™? 

(229) In addition, these words occur in the Gospel ac- 
cording to Mark, “Concerning the dead, have you not read 
in the book of Moses that they are raised, as God spoke to 
him at the bush, saying, I am the God of Abraham, and the 
God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob? He is not the God of 
the dead, but of the living.””? When you have understood 
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these sayings you will see that if one is now alive after being 
raised from the dead, then Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were 
dead before they were alive. No one, however, is said to be 
dead in the proper sense of the word who has not previously 
been alive. 

(224) But notice also the statement, “In Adam all die, 
and in Christ all shall be made alive.””' In these words nei- 
ther is the neutral sense of death indicated by the words, “In 
Adam all die,” nor the morally indifferent sense of life, 
which also is neither good nor bad in and of itself, by the 
words, “In Christ all shall be made alive.” By observing these 
words you will perceive the life of man according to the 
image.” And when you have understood what his life is, you 
will perceive in what manner the murderer killed the living 
man, and that he will correctly be called a murderer, not be- 
cause he killed some particular individual, but because he 
killed the whole race insofar as “in Adam all die.” 

(225) Now, he committed this murder, having begun 
even from the beginning, and because of this murder of 
Adam, each one who has reflected on it and on his own 
body and to whom it is related, will make the following re- 
mark because he considers himself unfortunate since he 
himself has died in Adam, “Wretched man that I am, who 
will deliver me from this body of death?”” He considers also 
in what way these words were spoken, “You have brought me 
down into the dust of death,””* and, “You have humbled us 
in a place of affliction,” and “the body of our lowliness.””° 

(226) Now, there is also something very mysterious, on 
account of which he who is a murderer from the beginning 
is ruler of this world (I mean, of course, of the earthly re- 
gion), where those men are whom he has killed. On the one 
hand, then, the murderer has killed us, but, by the grace of 
God, we have been buried with Christ and raised with him, 
if indeed we have become conformed to his Resurrection 
and walk in newness of life.” 
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(227) Now, the murderer rules those who have perished, 
and he rules the dead, but he can rule no one who is alive. 

(228) And if you pay more attention also to what has 
been written of the dead, such as in the words, “For this rea- 
son Christ died and arose, that he might be the Lord both 
of the dead and of the living,”” you will see in what manner 
the devil is no longer even Lord of the dead because of the 
death of Jesus, for Jesus died that he might be Lord also of 
the dead. 

(229) Insofar as man lives, then, he does not bear the 
image of the earthly. But when he dies and is destroyed by 
the murderer, and at the same time does [not] maintain the 
image of God, he takes up, in addition, the image of the 
earthly and of the dead, for the earthly man is dead, just as 
the heavenly man is alive, and God is not God of the dead, 
but of the living.”” 

(230) This is why, if we have arisen with him and are 
walking in newness of life, he is our God.*” But if we are still 
among the dead, he is not God of the dead, and will not be 
our God. 


Those Who Are Dead in Christ 


(231) Related to our examination of matters pertaining 
to him who was a murderer from the beginning, is the con- 
sideration of those who are dead, but who are dead in no 
other than Christ, and who will also rise first. In the Epistle 
to the Corinthians, they are spoken of as follows: “For the 
trumpet shall sound, and the dead shall rise incorruptible, 
and we shall be changed.””' And in the Epistle to the Thes- 
salonians, “For this we say to you by the word of the Lord, 
that we who are alive, who remain to the coming of the 
Lord, shall not precede those who sleep, because the Lord 
himself will come down from heaven with a shout of com- 
mand, with the voice of an archangel, and the trumpet of 
God, and the dead in Christ shall rise first, then we who are 
alive, who are left, will be taken up together with them in 
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the clouds to meet the Lord in the air, and so shall we always 
be with the Lord.”? 

(232) We think that those who have been perfected and 
who no longer commit sin are alive in Christ, and that the 
dead in Christ are those who are favorably disposed to the 
Christian faith, and who prefer to live a good life, but who 
have not, in fact, actually succeeded, but still sin, either in 
ignorance of the accurate, true word of justice, or in weak- 
ness, because their decisions are overcome by the flesh, 
which lusts against the spirit.” 

(233) And it is in conformity with these matters that 
Paul, conscious of himself, says, because he has already suc- 
ceeded, “We who are alive.” But those whom we said to be 
dead have special need of the resurrection, since not even 
those who are alive can be taken up in clouds to meet the 
Lord in the air before the dead in Christ first rise. ‘This is 
why it has been written, “The dead in Christ shall rise first, 
then we who are alive,” etc. 

(234) But you will consider if it is also because of the 
murder committed by the devil that the things which exist 
upon the cursed earth in the works of Adam, who was cast 
out of “the paradise of pleasure,”* [have arisen, and that, 
apart from this], they would not exist. 

(235) But he was a murderer from the beginning of the 
present things, and, I think, after he had become the “be- 
ginning of what the Lord molded,””’ he envied those who 
were created “that they might have being.” 

(236) In this way “death entered the world by means of 
envy,” since [the devil] always commits murder among 
those whom he finds alive until all enemies have been put 
under the feet of the Son of God, and his last enemy, death, 
has been destroyed.” 
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“And He Did Not Stand in the Truth” 


(237) But let us also consider the statement, “And he did 
not stand in the truth.” He, and he alone,™ would reason- 
ably be thought to have stood in the truth, who firmly holds 
sound teachings and, because of the firmness of the teach- 
ings, is unshaken in his judgments in every season, and is 
shaken by no circumstance or bodily provocation such as se- 
vere pains, or excessive desire of sexual pleasures, or by any 
cause whatsoever, which would remove him from the good 
even for a short time. 

(238) And let this word be applied also to those natures 
that do not consist of flesh and blood, for it can also be said 
appropriately in the life of such beings that those that live a 
good life have stood in the truth, but if one does not so live, 
“he has not stood in the truth.” 

(239) But I wonder whether to have stood in the truth is 
something single and simple, and not to have stood in it is 
something complex and manifold. Some may be compelled 
to stand in the truth on bases that are trembling and shak- 
ing, if I may put it this way, who have not yet attained this, 
and there may be others who have not experienced this, but 
who are exposed to the danger of coming to be in this situa- 
tion, like the one who says, “My feet were almost moved.”*” 
There may be yet others who have even fallen in the truth, 
of whom I think it is said, “Everyone who falls on this stone 
shall be broken.”” 

(240) The Lord, urging Moses to stand on this, that is, in 
the truth, said to him, “Behold there is a place by me, and 
you shall stand upon the rock.” For if the rock was 
Christ, and Christ says, “I am the truth,”* perhaps the 
statement, “You shall stand upon the rock,”” can be equiva- 
lent to, “You shall stand upon the truth.” But this is only 
possible for one eventually and with difficulty after many tri- 
als. 
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(241) At any rate, up to the time of the statement, “Be- 
hold there is a place beside me, and you shall stand upon 
the rock,”® Moses had not yet stood upon the rock. And if 
one were to consider carefully human nature, which cannot 
easily be pure of false teachings, he will see that just as 
“every man is a liar,” so not every man has stood in the 
truth. 

(242) For if someone is no longer a liar, or has stood in 
the truth, such a one is not a man, and, consequently, God 
may say to him and those like him, “I said, you are gods and 
are all sons of the Most High,”™” nor will the statement be 
added, “But you, indeed, die as men.” 

(243) If, then, someone else also has not stood in the 
truth, it is clear that the devil, that murderer from the be- 
ginning, has not, and the reason he has not stood in the 
truth has been expressed as follows, “Because truth is not in 
him.” 

(244) And the reason why truth is not in him is that he 
has been deceived and accepts lies, and he has himself been 
deceived by himself. On this basis he is reckoned to be 
worse than the rest of these who are deceived, since they are 
deceived by him, but he creates his own deception himself. 


“Because Truth Is Not in Him” 


(245) Now it is worthwhile to ask in what sense it is said, 
“Truth is not in him.” Is it, for example, that he never has a 
true opinion, but everything he ever thinks is false? Or is it 
that he does not participate in Christ, since those who par- 
ticipate in Christ participate in the one who said, “I am the 
truth”??? 

(246) For those who participate in him participate in 
him also insofar as he is truth, and this is why truth is in 
them. Now, in addition, a third such difficulty in the passage 
could also be proposed. Some will wonder if it is necessary 
to say that truth is not in one who admits a lie at any time, 
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even if he should hold the lie along with many things that 
are true. 

(247) For as that which consists of countless things that 
are true is false if even one falsehood is interwoven, so in 
the case of him who holds one false opinion along with 
many true ones, as if such is interwoven, one would say, con- 
sequently, that truth is not in this person. Now I am portray- 
ing the person who accepts one lie along with many things 
that are true. 

(248) These three positions will seem, at least, to be rea- 
sonable. One will say that the statement, “Truth is not in 
him,” has been made in the sense that he does not partici- 
pate in Christ, against whom, indeed, he even wages war. 
And another will say that it was made because he thinks 
there is nothing true [in him], but that he is deceived in 
everything. And the reason he is the devil and is wicked and 
worse than anyone else whoever who sins is that, among the 
multitude of sinners there may be something true also in 
the midst of the many things that are mistaken, but there is 
nothing true in the devil. 

(249) A third party will agree with the rest and say that it 
is impossible that any rational being hold a false opinion 
about everything, and accept the truth about nothing, even 
in a small degree. 

(250) When the devil thinks of himself, he would, at 
least, hold as a true opinion that he is rational, and that 
such a being is man, and such an angel, and such is a body, 
and what sort of body, and that something else differs from 
a body. 

(251) But even if the latter™ should not present our last 
argument, nor even consider it, indeed his first arguments 
are sufficient to show that the assertion that he holds no 
true opinion cannot be true of the devil. 

(252) We, therefore, understand the statement, “He did 
not stand in the truth,” neither to indicate a particular kind 
of nature, nor to mean that it was impossible for him to have 
stood in the truth. 
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Heracleon, on the other hand, says on these words, “For his na- 
ture is not of the truth, but is of the opposite to the truth, namely of error 
and ignorance.” 

(253) “For this reason,” he says, “he can neither stand in truth nor 
have truth in himself; because he possesses falsehood as his own from his 
own nature and is unable by nature ever to speak truth.” He goes on to 
say that not only is he a liar, but he is also the father of falsehood, taking 
the words “his father” in a peculiar sense to refer to his nature, 
since it consists of error and falsehood. 

(254) But all these things rescue the devil from all blame, accu- 
sation, and censure. For no one would reasonably blame, accuse, 
or censure one who is not disposed by nature to the better things. 
The devil, therefore, according to Heracleon, is unfortunate rather than 
blameworthy. One must see, however, that just as the devil has not 
stood in the truth because truth is not in him, so also those who 
are of their father the devil have not stood in the truth, because 
truth is not in them. 

(255) And all who still commit sin are such, even if they say 
they belong to Christ, “For everyone who commits sin has been 
born of the devil.” 


When he speaks a lie, he speaks of his own, for he isa 
liar and the father thereof. (John 8.44) 


The Liar Speaks of His Own Resources 


(256) We mentioned this saying previously in relation to 
the statement, “You are of your father the devil,” and we 
made the comments that occurred to us in relation to it 
when we were investigating what the lie is and its father. Let 
our present remarks be compared with those previous com- 
ments.” 

(257) I think every evil and deceitful spirit is a lie, and 
whenever anyone of these speaks, it speaks from its own re- 
sources and by no means from the resources of God. And 
the father of these [spirits] is the liar, the devil. 

(258) We will now present what moved us to say that 
every inferior spirit is false. It is written in the Third Book of 
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Kings that at the time Micheas was called by Achab to 
prophesy concerning whether he should go to Ramoth 
Galaad for war or stay,” he said, “I saw the God of Israel sit- 
ting on his throne, and all the host of heaven stood around 
him on his right and on his left. 

(259) “And he said, Who will deceive Achab, king of Is- 
rael, and he will go up and fall in Ramoth Galaad? And he 
spoke in this manner.™ And a spirit came forth and stood 
before the Lord and said, I will deceive him. 

(260) “And the Lord said to him, By what means? And he 
said, I will go forth and will be a false spirit in the mouth of 
all these prophets of yours.”” 

(261) And in the Second Book of Paralipomenon, the 
same Micheas says to Achab and Josaphat, “Hear the word 
of the Lord. I saw the Lord sitting on his throne, and every 
power of heaven stood at his right and at his left. And the 
Lord said, Who will deceive Achab, king of Israel, and he 
will go up and fall in Ramoth Galaad? And he spoke in this 
manner. And a spirit came forth and stood before the Lord 
and said, I will deceive him. And the Lord said, By what 
means? And he said, I will go forth and be a false spirit in 
the mouth of all his prophets.” 

(262) These words show clearly, then, that if any spirit is 
the lying spirit, all similar spirits would be lying spirits, in- 
debted to their lying father for being lying spirits in accor- 
dance with their falsehood and evil, and not because this be- 
longs to their essence. 

(263) Whenever, then, the Holy Spirit or an angelic spirit 
speaks, it does not speak from its own resources, but from 
the word of truth and of wisdom. This is made clear also in 
the Gospel according to John where he teaches about the 
Paraclete and says, “He will receive from me, and will an- 
nounce to you.” 

(264) Whenever the lie speaks, however, it speaks from its 
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own resources. The lying spirit in the Third Book of Kings 
also spoke from its own resources when it deceived Achab. 

(265) But notice that the term “liar” has been applied in 
the same way to the devil, who gave birth to the lie, and to 
man. For it is [not]? said here of man, “Because he is a liar 
and the father thereof,” but it is said in the Psalms, “And I 
said in my ecstasy, Every man is a liar.” 

(266) Now, we have presented these comments that we 
may flee being men with all our strength, and hasten to be- 
come “gods,” since, indeed, insofar as we are men, we are 
liars, just as also the father of the lie is a liar. 

(267) Now, it is in the same way that we participate in 
one and the same name and in the reality indicated by the 
name. I am referring to us, so long as we continue to be 
men, and to the devil, who is said to be a liar. 


But because I speak the truth, you do not believe 
in me. (John 8.45) 


It is Possible To Believe in Some Respects 
without Believing Entirely 

(268) If we recall that this word is addressed to those Jews 
who have believed in him, who are the recipients of the 
promise that if they remain in Jesus’ word then they are 
truly his disciples and will know the truth which makes 
them free,™ we will question how he says to such people, 
“But because I speak the truth, you do not believe in me.” 

(269) Consider if it is possible that someone believe in 
the same person so far as some particular aspect is con- 
cerned, but not believe so far as another is concerned. Take, 
as an example, those who believe in the Jesus crucified in 
Judea in the time of Pontius Pilate, but who do not believe 
in the one born of the Virgin Mary. These believe and disbe- 
lieve in the same one.” 
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(270) Take, as another example, those who believe in the 
Jesus who performed the recorded wonders and signs in 
Judea, but who do not believe in the Son of the one who 
made heaven and earth. These believe and disbelieve in the 
[same] one. 

(271) Again, consider in turn those who believe in the 
Father of Jesus Christ, but who do not believe in the Creator 
and maker of this universe. These believe and disbelieve in 
the same one. 

(272) But there are also those who believe in the maker 
of heaven and earth, but who do not believe in the Father of 
Jesus who was crucified in the time of Pontius Pilate. These 
believe and disbelieve in God. 

(273) So, then, that there not be a discrepancy that trips 
us up, as if the writer of the Gospel had not seen such a dis- 
crepancy, you will say that he who says to the Jews who have 
believed in him, “But because I speak the truth, you do not 
believe in me,” addressed these words to those who believe 
so far as one aspect is concerned, and disbelieve so far as an- 
other is concerned. 

(274) It is likely that they believed in him on the basis of 
what was seen because of his marvelous deeds, but they did 
not believe in his deeper sayings. And the statement, “Be- 
cause I speak the truth, you do not believe in me,” is appro- 
priately joined with the statement, “You shall know the 
truth,”®” which is said to those who have not known the 
truth. It is as if he said, “Insofar as I perform marvelous 
deeds, you believe in me, but insofar as I speak the truth, 
you do not believe in me.” 

(275) Now you may see this even at present in many peo- 
ple who marvel at Jesus whenever they consider the story 
about him, but who no longer believe when a teaching that 
is deeper and greater than their capacity is disclosed to 
them, but instead suspect it to be false. For this reason let us 
take heed so that the Word may never say to us too, “Be- 
cause I speak the truth, you do not believe in me.” 
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COMMENTARY ON JOHN, BOOK 20 263 


Which of you convicts me of sin? (John 8.46) 


(276) Whenever the Word presents his meaning clearly 
so that none of his hearers can contradict him, he might 
also make these remarks to shame those who do not agree: 
If you do not convict what I am saying as sinful, you could 
reasonably be required to agree. 

(277) Now, so far as the literal meaning is concerned, the 
text also involves the Savior’s boldness, since no man could 
say with the confidence that he had not sinned, “Which of 
you convicts me of sin?” It is only our Lord “who did not 
sin,”® “who has been tempted in all things like as we are, 
without sin,”® who is able to address these words to all who 
have ever known him. 

(278) Now, I understand the words, “which of you,” to be 
said, not only to those present, but also to the whole human 
race, as if we were to understand it to mean, Who of your 
race? Or, what sort of man will be able to convict me of sin? 
But be assured that there is no one. 

(279) Because, however, of the command, “Become imi- 
tators of me as I also am of Christ,”’” so far as it is possible 
for human nature, we must strive in every way to regain 
such boldness of a pure conscience in relation to all men, 
that we may say to each person who knows us, in relation to 
those times subsequent to the beginning of our faith, 
“Which of you convicts me of sin?” It is not possible, how- 
ever, to say this from the time that we have attained reason. 

(280) The Savior, however, might have said this not only 
to men, but also to the devil and the powers subordinate to 
him because they can say nothing to convict him of sin. 

(281) And this indeed is in conformity with the state- 
ment, “The prince of this world comes, and he finds noth- 
ing in me.”” 

(282) But we too, by much diligence, after a period of 
time, can regain the confidence so that, at the time of our 
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exodus we may say to the devil and his angels who seek an 
opportunity against us, “Which of you convicts me of sin?” 


If I speak truth, why do you not believe in me? 
(John 8.46) 


(283) It is worthwhile to see what underlies this question. 
And we will see this, although those to whom the word was 
addressed did not respond in the proper way when they ex- 
pressed their opinion. 

(284) For one might say, “We do not believe because we 
do not see how what he says is truth, and we are not aware 
that our eyes, which by nature are perceptive of truth, have 
not yet been purified. And since we are such, we are not of 
God; if we are not yet of God, our eyes, too, which are capa- 
ble of perceiving the truth have not been purified, but they 
have been covered over, or made corporeal, or obscured by 
evil.” 

(285) But when we contemplate what believing is in the 
proper sense, insofar as “everyone who believes that Jesus is 
the Christ has been born of God,”” and when we perceive 
how far short we fall of believing in this manner, let us re- 
spond as follows, exhorting the Physician of the eyes of the 
soul?” by his wisdom and beneficence to do everything to 
uncover our eyes, which are still covered by the shame we 
feel because of evil, according to what is said somewhere, 
“Our shame has covered us.”’” For he will listen to us when 
we confess the reasons we do not yet believe, and help us as 
those who are sick and in need of a physician,” and work 
with us that we may receive the gift of believing, which is 
placed third in Paul’s catalogue of gifts, after the word of 
wisdom and the word of understanding, to which he adds, 
“To another, faith in the same Spirit.”” He says of this gift 
also in other passages, “For it has been given to you by God 
not only to believe in Christ but also to suffer for him.””” 
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(286) But it will also be clear to the attentive person from 
its effect, that the gift of God, which consists in believing in 
nothing but the truth alone, is no ordinary gift, since there 
are numerous different teachings being proclaimed by 
many who promise that their teachings are true. For this dis- 
cernment is already the work of a trustworthy money-chang- 
er,” and you would not err if you were to call such a person 
perfect, since it is also written in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
“But solid food is for the perfect, who by practice have their 
senses exercised to the discerning of good and evil.””° 


He who is of God hears the words of God; you do not 
hear them because you are not of God. (John 8.47) 


We Were by Nature Children of Wrath 


(287) Those who introduce the fable concerning differ- 
ent natures and say that there are sons of God by nature 
who also, by their original constitution, are uniquely capa- 
ble of receiving the words of God because of their kinship 
with God, appear to prove their point from this passage, 
too. 

(288) By means of this text, occupying themselves with it 
as they do, they mislead those who are uncritical and inca- 
pable of replying to their persuasive use of the text and who 
do not see that its interpretation is as follows. If, indeed, as 
many as received “the true light which enlightens every man 
coming into this world,” have not received it because they 
are of God (for if they have received it because they are of 
God, it would not have been written of them, “But as many 
as received him, he gave them power to become children of 
God, to those who believe in his name”””), then it is clear 
that those who are not of God do not have any power at all 
to become children of God before they have received the 
true light. Moreover, once they receive the true light they 
do not yet become children of God, but they receive power 
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to become children of God because they have received the 
light. Then, when they have come to be of God, they also 
hear his words, and no longer only simply believe, but now 
also perceive the realities of religion in a more discerning 
manner. 

(289) [But] those who do not aspire to be such do not 
become children of God, nor do they come to be of God, 
and this is why they do not hear his words nor understand 
their meaning. They continue in the condition that pre- 
cedes being children of God, the condition of those who 
have only believed and are slaves of God because they have 
received the spirit of slavery to fear and have not been 
zealous to go forward and advance so that they might also 
receive the spirit of adoption by which those who have it cry, 
“Abba, Father. ”?* 

(290) For the fact that no one at all is a son of God 
from the beginning is clear from Paul’s statement in which 
he also includes himself, “We were by nature children of 
wrath.”** It is also clear from the statement, “But I say to 
you, Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute 
you, that you may become sons of your Father who is in 
heaven.” 

(291) For if Paul was “by nature a son of wrath,””’ who, 
more than Paul so far as his constitution is concerned, was 
not a son of wrath before he received power to become a 
child of God,” and before he became a child of God? 

(292) And if the only way one becomes a son of the Fa- 
ther who is in heaven is by loving one’s enemies and praying 
for those who persecute one,” it is clear that no one hears 
the words of God because he is of God by nature, but be- 
cause he has received power to become a child of God and 
has made proper use of this power, and because he has 
loved his enemies and prayed for those who abuse him, and 
has become a son of the Father who is in heaven. 
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(293) At that time he is also of God, and hears and un- 
derstands God’s words and assimilates their knowledge. This 
is not a distinguishing feature of slaves,” but of children of 
God who have nullified their birth [from the devil]”! in 
every respect, and have received their birth from God 
through “the spirit of adoption.”*” 


He Who Hears the Words of God Is a Child of God 


(294) But at the same time we must carefully consider 
how to take the words, “He hears the words of God,” which 
resemble the words, “My sheep hear my voice.””” 

(295) For if we take the verb “to hear” to refer to simple 
assent, even natural men” who believe for a time will be of 
God, since they have the Word’s testimony that some believe 
for a while.” 

(296) But if we take the verb “he hears” to refer to keep- 
ing the commandments, it is clear that one will not be a son 
of God if he sins even in one point.” This will not cause dif 
ficulty for us who say that one becomes a son of God by 
change, but it will for them because they cannot at all 
demonstrate that they themselves are sinless along with 
those who hold the same doctrines as they do. 

(297) But if we take the verb “he hears” to refer to under- 
standing and apprehending, let them point to someone who 
hears all the words of the New Testament in this way, that we 
may say that he is a son of God, if his interpretation of the 
Holy Scriptures should not be liable to refutation. For, so far 
as these matters are concerned, we too, if we imagine that 
the one who is already a son of God is someone great and 
marvelous, will not be convicted of having taken the words, 
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“He who is of God hears the words of God,” in a manner un- 
worthy of those who are of God. 

(298) Furthermore, it will also be possible to prove some- 
thing from opposites which would seem to be paradoxical. 
Now the paradox is this, that someone is more a son of God 
than is another son of God, and that someone is twice as 
much a son of God as another. 

(299) We will demonstrate how this is proven from its op- 
posite as follows. The second “woe to the scribes and Phar- 
isees” in the Gospel according to Matthew is as follows. 
“Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you 
traverse sea and land to make one proselyte, and, when he is 
made, you make him twice as much a son of hell as your- 
selves. ”?? 

(300) According to this, then, neither are some sons of 
hell by nature, nor are the sons of hell equally sons of hell, 
since one is twice as much a son of hell as another. 

(301) But, if one is twice as much a son of hell as another, 
why not also of destruction, death, darkness, and the other 
things of which those who sin in various degrees are sons? 

(302) Now, if this is so in the case of these, why will not 
some also be twice as much sons of light as others, and sons 
of life, and sons of wisdom, and thus sons of God? 

(303) But, if someone becomes twice as much a son of 
God as another, why is it not worthy to think that the First- 
born of all creation?” is many and multiple times more” a 
son of God than the other sons of God, even those who no 
longer have a spirit of slavery to fear, but have received the 
spirit of adoption?” 

(304) Perhaps, therefore, since the words of God are so 
many, including not only those which have been recorded, 
but also the secret ones “which it is not granted to man to 
utter,” and those of which John says, “I do not think the 
world itself could contain the books written,”” everyone 
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who hears words of God of whatever kind is already of God. 
To whatever extent, however, one hears more words of God, 
he will accordingly come to be of God so many times more. 
Consequently, if one must so spell it out, someone who has 
heard all the words of God, if indeed this should happen to 
someone who receives the spirit of adoption,™” becomes a 
son of God in a way that is perfect and unsurpassable since 
he is of God in every way, altogether, and totally. 

(305) Now, we must take the words “altogether and total- 
ly” quite candidly as equivalent to all teachings, and all 
knowledge, and all mysteries, so as to say that the one who 
knows all mysteries and all knowledge, and, together with 
these, the achievements of perfect love** has come to be of 
God altogether and totally. | 

(306) And consider if it is possible, in consequence 
of the statement, “We know in part, and we prophesy in 
part,” for such a one to say, “And we are sons of God in 
part”? And again, “When that which is perfect has come, 
and that which is in part has been abolished,” can one say 
that that which is perfect in regard to becoming a son of 
God will come when that which is in part for one to have be- 
come a son of God is abolished? 

(307) But do not leave unexamined also the question if it 
is ever possible, in part, to be a son of the superior portion 
that concerns divine things and, in part a son of its oppo- 
site, or if this is an impossibility. You will compare with this 
in what way many sons are said to be sons of one father. Is it 
because of the ancestors and their descendants, or is it relat- 
ed to this conjecture we have put forward? 

(308) Since, therefore, we have received power to be- 
come children of God,*” let us do everything that we may 
come to be of God and hear his words, and advance even to 
be of God, that we may advance also in hearing words of 
God, always clearly understanding more of them until we re- 
ceive all the words of God, or as many, at least, as it is possi- 
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ble for those considered worthy of the spirit of adoption” 
to receive both now and later. 

(309) But as often as we do not hear the words spoken by 
God, that is, we do not understand them, so often must we 
assume that we are reproved as not being of God. For he 
who does not hear the words of God does not hear them be- 
cause he is not of God, and he is not of God on his own ac- 
count, although sometimes he has already received power to 
become a child of God® and is able to become a son of the 
Father in heaven by loving his enemies and praying for 
those who abuse him." 


The Jews answered and said to him: Are we not correct 
in saying that you are a Samaritan and have a demon? 


(John 8.48). 
Jesus Is the Good Samaritan 


(310) It is likely that some frequently made these re- 
marks about the Savior to one another in secret and called 
him a Samaritan because, like the Samaritans, he falsified 
Jewish traditions. “For the Jews do not have dealings with 
the Samaritans,” since they disagree with them on many 
doctrines. 

(311) But it is possibly worthwhile to ask how, since the 
Samaritans deny the age to come and do not accept the con- 
tinued existence of the soul, they dared to say the Savior was 
a [Samaritan] when he taught so many things about resur- 
rection and judgment. 

(312) But perhaps they say this to reproach him, and not 
at all because he teaches the same doctrines as the Samari- 
tans. And it is likely that some thought that his teachings 
about the age to come, and judgment, and resurrection 
came, not from his own views on these subjects, since he 
himself held the Samaritan view that nothing is in store for 
men after this life, but from pretense, and that his remarks 
about resurrection and eternal life were made in accor- 
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dance with what is generally approved and pleasing to the 
Jews. 

(313) And they said he had a demon because of his 
teachings, which exceeded human limits, as when he said 
that God was his Father’? and that he had descended from 
heaven,” and that he himself was the bread of life that was 
much greater than the manna, so that the one who eats this 
bread will live forever,” and ten thousand other things with 
which the Gospels are filled. 

(314) Now, it is also possible that they said, “You have a 
demon,” because of what they believed about Beelzebub, 
since some of them thought he “cast out demons by Beelze- 
bub, the prince of demons,”'® and had Beelzebub in him- 
self, as it were. 

(315) His enemies, therefore, will know in what respect 
they say that he has a demon, but we believe him who de- 
clares, “I do not have a demon.” For a demon cannot open 
the eyes of the blind or perform these signs which also have 
been recorded. And traces and remnants of these signs con- 
tinue to occur in the name of Jesus up to the present in the 
churches.*® 

(316) One might next investigate why indeed, when the 
Jews (not those who had believed in him) who answered 
him apply two slanders to him, namely, “You are a Samari- 
tan,” and, “You have a demon,” he does not respond to 
both, but only to the charge, “You have a demon,” when he 
says, “I do not have a demon.” 

(317) And see if it is possible that the message of the 
parable in the Gospel according to Luke is related to this. It 
is about the man who went down from Jerusalem to Jericho 
and fell among thieves, whom the priest and the Levite 
passed by, but the Samaritan came upon him on his journey, 
saw him, had compassion, approached him and bound up 
his wounds, pouring on oil and wine.” 
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(318) For if someone, in discussing this parable, should 
be able to prove that the things said about the Samaritan 
who healed the man who was half-dead and had fallen 
among thieves refer to no one other than the Savior, he will 
also show why the Savior did not deny that he was a Samari- 
tan. 

(319) But someone else, when he has observed the dis- 
tinction Paul makes between Jews and those under the 
Law,” and has referred those under the Law anagogically to 
the Samaritans, and has understood that the Savior, more 
than Paul, became all things to all men that he might gain 
all men,” will say that because he became as one under the 
Law for those under the Law, he also became a Samaritan, 
as it were, and in accordance with this he did not deny that 
he was a Samaritan. 

(320) Moreover, a third person who has understood the 
meaning of the name Samaritan, which means guard,” will 
say that, although the Jews called him a Samaritan in anoth- 
er sense, because he understood what the name means, he 
did not deny it. He knew that he was the guard of human 
souls, and that it was said of him, “Behold, he who guards Is- 
rael shall neither slumber nor sleep,” and, “The Lord is 
the guard of the little ones. ”” 

(321) The Hebrews, however, call a guard somer and thus 
they also hand on in their tradition that the Samaritans first 
received this name because the king of the Assyrians sent 
them to be guards of the land of Israel after the captivity, 
that is, that other Israel besides Judah, which was taken cap- 
tive into Assyria because of their many sins.” 
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Jesus answered, I do not have a demon, but I 
honor my Father, and you dishonor me. I do not 
seek my own glory; there is one who seeks and 


judges. (John 8.49-50) 


(322) If the tree planted “beside the running waters” is 
such that it produces its fruit “in due season” and its leaf 
does not fall off, but all that it does prospers,*”” what must we 
think about our Savior Jesus other than that he, being the 
tree of life insofar as he is wisdom, and wisdom is “a tree of 
life to all those who lay hold on her,” both bears fruit, and 
has other leaves in addition to the fruit that are such that 
not even one of them falls off. 

(323) This is why one must take no word of Jesus in an 
ordinary manner, and especially these words which his holy 
disciples considered worthy of being recorded. One must 
apply every test even to those words assumed to be clear, 
and not despair that even concerning his word that is 
thought to be straightforward and simple, something wor- 
thy of that holy mouth will be discovered by those who seek 
correctly. 

(324) But, if we perhaps find nothing,” we must blame 
ourselves and not Jesus’ word for not breathing forth from 
his fullness doctrines full of truth and wisdom.*” 


Jesus Alone Can Say That He Does Not Have a Demon 


(325) Now I have made these remarks because I intend 
to examine the saying, “I do not have a demon.” By means 
of this saying all of us who read the Gospel are taught some- 
thing that we did not know before reading the Gospel. But 
we must now consider what this is. 

(326) It is a prevailing view in the Scriptures that sinners 
do many things contrary to reason for no other reason than 
that they have become receptive of the activity of an evil 
spirit or the will of an unclean demon. 
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(327) Those, therefore, who said that ill-temper was de- 
monic, and likewise also backbiting, did not hesitate to as- 
cribe even things thought to be the least of sins to 
demons.” 

(328) And it is likely also that in countless other things 
demons delude us and influence us to act according to their 
will. And it is possible that, just as no one among men is 
“clean from defilement,”” and there is no “just man on the 
earth who will do good and will not sin,” so also there is no 
one who has always been free of demons and has never fall- 
en victim to their influence. 

(329) Wherefore, by interpreting the healings in the 
Gospel allegorically, in which there are also exorcisms of 
demons, we will say that the demons are always exorcised by 
Jesus from all those who are no longer influenced by 
demons because they have been healed by the Word. 

(330) I, therefore, understand it to be a statement that 
only Jesus can make, who alone has despoiled the principali- 
ties and powers and exposed them publicly, and has tri- 
umphed over them on the tree, having set the cross as a 
sign of victory against every opposing power, to say, “I have 
neither had a demon, nor do I have one, nor will I,” in the 
same way as he says, “The prince of this world is coming, 
and he has nothing in me.”*” 

(331) Now we too can make this statement and say, “I do 
not have a demon,” but we will be reproved in the same 
manner as those were who denied that they were demon- 
possessed, and by their very deeds proved that they lied. 

(332) Or is it not proof that we are demon-possessed 
whenever we cry out ablaze with anger and wrath in a state 
of madness, or frenzied and neighing, as it were, we mount 
even our own wives like lusty stallions*® and cast behind us 
the words of God about freedom from passion? 

(333) Moreover, if we are downcast and gloomy and de- 
pressed by grief and lack the splendor proper to rational be- 
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ings, and forget that no sparrow falls into a trap apart from 
God, and that the judgments concerning each thing that 
happens to men are just, how shall we explain this unless we 
say that we suffer these things because a demon has con- 
quered us and has disturbed our ruling principle? 

(334) But also, how would we explain fear of things that 
are not fearful, and excessive joy for things that are worth 
nothing other than ascribing these to the activities of de- 
mons who have filled those who cannot say truthfully, “I do 
not have a demon”? 

(335) But it is likely that someone will disconcert us by 
introducing the holy patriarchs into the examination, or the 
sacred servant, or the marvelous prophets, or the mightiest 
apostles of our Savior Jesus, so that these too then might say, 
like Jesus, “I do not have a demon.” It is possible to ask them 
in response, And did these ever sin? Or is the statement 
false, “For all have sinned and are deprived of the glory of 
God”?’ And is this statement not true, “No one is clean 
from defilement”?** And was it not carefully stated, “There 
is no just man on the earth who will do good and will not 
sin”?* But it is clear that all the Scriptures are true, and that 
not even those who changed to the virtuous life were always 
able to say from the beginning, “I do not have a demon.” 
The statement of that man considered to be the Savior 
alone was from the beginning. This is why he alone honored 
the Father in the most appropriate and true manner, for no 
one who honors something that God does not honor, hon- 
ors the one who esteems the things he honors as unworthy 
of honor. 

(336) For in what way must we say that he who has not re- 
ceived the spirit of adoption at all honors the Father?” 


“I Honor My Father” 


(337) And no one who sins has the spirit of adoption, for 
he who has been born of God does not sin.” And how does 
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he honor the Father who holds glory from men™ in honor, 
or silver, or earthly wealth, or the beauty of flesh and blood, 
or anything in general that belongs to matter and corrup- 
tion? 

(338) It is clear, then, in what way the Savior’s statement, 
“I honor the Father,” is intended. This is something we must 
strive to say, so far as possible, as our conscience bears wit- 
ness to us in the Holy Spirit, rendering honor to whom 
honor [is due],*” and not imparting it to another. 

(339) And he who was sent by God when the fullness of 
time had come, to be born of woman and to be born under 
the law,” so that he is under the law that says, “Honor your 
father and your mother, that it may be well with you,” says 
well, “But I honor my Father,” since he has no other Father 
than God in heaven. 

(340) But we too will make this statement when we have 
become aware of the washing of regeneration,” and have 
received its washing to become sons of God, and no longer 
call anyone father on earth™’ because we have become sons 
of the Father in heaven and brothers of the one who said, “I 
go to my Father and your Father, and to my God and your 
God.” 

(341) It is clear, then, that since Jesus said with complete 
validity and accuracy, “I do not have a demon, but I honor 
my Father,” each of his imitators, so far as each is able, be- 
cause he can do all things in Christ Jesus who strengthens 
him,* will himself also say, “I do not have a demon, but I 
honor my father.” But who, when he is with the dead and 
dwells among tombs, can say, “I do not have a demon”? 

(942) Or who, when he honors something other than 
God and his Word and the things commanded by the Word, 
when he gives honor to another, when he ought to give it 
“to whom honor” is due,*” would say as a disciple of Jesus, 
“But I honor my Father”? 
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“And You Dishonor Me” 


(343) The statement, “And you dishonor me,” follows 
these words and is addressed to those who have dishonored 
him and said to him, “Are we not correct in saying that you 
are a Samaritan and have a demon?””' They thought that 
their incorrect statement was correct. For they denounced 
the Savior because they thought incorrectly that he was a 
Samaritan and had a demon. 

(344) But we must think that the statement, “And you 
dishonor me,” was made not only to those at that time, but 
also to those who always dishonor him by what they do con- 
trary to the upright word of God, and those who dishonor 
Christ who is justice by the unjust things they do, and those 
who dishonor the power of God, which the Savior is, “for 
Christ is the power of God,” by the things that they exe- 
cute weakly and feeblly. 

(245) “You dishonor me” would also be said to anyone 
who despises wisdom, since Christ also is wisdom.*” 

(346) But also if it were necessary that someone be at 
peace with all men, so far as he himself were concerned, so 
that he could utter that word of the prophet, “I was peaceful 
with those who hate peace,”* he would also have to be a re- 
cipient of the peace of God, which surpasses all understand- 
ing and guards the heart and thoughts of the one who has 
received it.” 

(347) But if someone should be polemical, and biting, 
and accusing, and a devourer of his neighbor,*® and have 
his ruling principle filled with the discord of the passions, it 
would be said to this man too, “You dishonor me.” For 
Christ is our peace.” 

(348) And, in addition, since “everyone who does evil 
hates the light, and does not come to the light,”* but he is 
light who said, “I am the light of the world,” it is clear that 
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he who does evil dishonors Christ by dishonoring the light. 
This person, too, will hear the words, “And you dishonor 
me.” 

(349) But why must I prolong the discourse further by 
disclosing and proving who they are who are reproved by 
Jesus and hear him say, “You dishonor me”? It is clear who 
they are from what has been explained and from what can 


subsequently be associated with these explanations. 


“But I Do Not Seek My Own Glory” 


(350) Let us see next what the statement means, “But I 
do not seek my own glory; there is one who seeks and 
judges.” God, who gave his own Son for us, seeks the glory 
of Christ in each of those who have received him. He will 
find it in those who attend to themselves and work out the 
opportunities for virtue that have been implanted in them, 
but he will not find it in those who are not such. When he 
does not find it, he will judge those in whom he does not 
find the glory of his own Son, and will say to them, “Because 
of you my name is continually blasphemed among the na- 
tions.” 

(351) But someone may object because of the words, 
“There is one who seeks and judges,” and question if one 
ought to take this to refer to God, since the Savior has clear- 
ly said, “For the Father judges no one, but he has given all 
judgment to the Son, that all may honor the Son as they 
honor the Father.”**! 

(352) But consider if it is possible to use the following 
statement as a response to this objection. “I can do nothing 
of myself; as I hear, I judge, and my judgment is just, be- 
cause I do not seek my own will but the will of him who sent 
me." 

(353) For if our Savior judges as he hears from the Fa- 
ther, and seeks, not his own will but that of the Father who 
sent him, and this is why his judgment is just, perhaps, in a 
more proper sense, the judgment that he who hears judges 
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is not the judgment of him who hears, but the judgment of 
him who speaks to the one who hears. 

(354) But even if he should say, “My judgment is just,” 
listen to what is said in the same Gospel, “All my things are 
yours.” For if what the Savior has said is true, “All my 
things are yours,” it is obvious that the judgment, too, of 
which he says, “My judgment is just,” is the Father’s judg- 
ment. 

(355) Now, if it is the Father’s judgment, the objection 
that concerns the words, “But I do not seek my own glory; 
there is one who seeks and judges” can be solved. 

(356) And what is said in the words, “But I do not seek 
my own glory,” contains a hint of humility, which befits the 
Savior. For it would not have been very fitting for him to de- 
mand his own glory and, in addition, to pass judgment on 
those who did not give it. It would be proper, however, for 
the Father who had given glory to the Son to demand it 
from those who withhold it, and to judge them in reference 
to ıt. 

(357) But perhaps the Savior, too, since he is an imitator 
of the Father, seeks the glory of God from those who learn 
the things of God, and should he not find the glory of the 
Father in some, he would judge them, since he has authority 
to pronounce judgment because he is the Son of Man.” 


(358) Heracleon, however, does not refer the words, “There is 
one who seeks and judges,” to the Father, when he makes the fol- 
lowing comments. “He who seeks and judges is the one who avenges me, 
the servant who has been appointed for this, who does not bear the sword in 
vain," the avenger of the king. Now this is Moses, as he said to them earli- 
er, when he said, ‘On whom you have hoped.’”*™ 

(359) Then he continues, “It is Moses who judges and punishes, 
that is, the lawgiver himself.” 

(360) Next Heracleon poses a problem for himself when he 
says, “How then does he not say that all judgment has been delivered to 
him?” 
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(361) Assuming to solve the problem, he says, “He speaks correct- 
ly, for the judge judges by doing the will of this one as a servant,” as it 
manifestly occurs also in the case of men.” 

(362) But how he attributes judgment to someone else as infe- 
rior to the Savior, that is, to the Demiurge as he understands it, he 
cannot demonstrate in this way, since it has clearly been written, 
“For the Father judges no one, but he has given all judgment to 
the Son,”” and, “He has given him authority to pronounce judg- 
ment, because he is the Son of Man.”” 


Truly, truly I say to you, if anyone shall keep my word, 
he will not see death forever. (John 8.51) 


The Last Enemy, Death 


(363) Just as there is a life that is indifferent, being nei- 
ther good nor bad, and in which we say the impious live 
along with the irrational animals, and another life that is 
[not in]different,*” but good, of which Paul says, “Our life is 
hidden with Christ in God,”” and our Lord himself says of 
himself, “I am the life,”*” so you will say that corresponding 
to the indifferent life is indifferent death, and that some evil 
and hard death is the enemy to him who said, “I am the 
life.”>”° He who dies this latter death is in that death,” of 
which it has been written, “The last enemy, death, is de- 
stroyed.”*” 

(364) And we must assume that it is of this particular 
death that the Apostle says, “Wherefore, as through one 
man sin entered the world, and through sin, death, and so 
death passed to all men, because all have sinned, for until 
the law, sin was in the world (for sin is not imputed when 
there is no law), but death reigned from Adam to Moses, 
even over those who have not sinned in the likeness of 
Adam’s transgression.” And a little further on, he adds, 
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“For if by one man’s transgression death reigned through 
that one man, much more will those who receive the abun- 
dance of grace and righteousness reign in life through the 
one man, Christ Jesus.” 

(365) For what is that death, which has come into the 
world through sin, if it is not the last enemy of Christ that 
will be destroyed? And what is that death, which passed to 
all men because all have sinned, if it is not this very death 
that also reigned from Adam to Moses? 

(366) Now Moses, that is, the law, continued until the so- 
journ of our Lord Jesus, and ruled “by one man’s transgres- 
sion,” “through that one man,” until “those who have re- 
ceived the abundance of grace and righteousness should 
reign in life through the one Christ Jesus.” 

(367) Whoever, then, has kept the word of the Only-Be- 
gotten and Firstborn of all creation*®’ will never see this 
death, since it is the nature of the Word to prevent death 
from being seen. 

(368) And this is how we must understand the words, “If 
any man keep my word, he shall not see death forever.” It is 
as if he who speaks these words had given those who hear 
them light as a gift and said, If anyone keeps this light of 
mine, he will never see darkness. 


“Who Is the Man Who Shall Live and Not See Death?” 


(369) For there can be no darkness for one who keeps 
the light. If, however, one should lose this light, the one 
who has lost it consequently sees darkness immediately. It 
was in this way, then, that the life also came into being in 
the Word who was in the beginning with God.” 

(370) Wherefore the beginning (that is wisdom, which 
says, “God created me as the beginning of his ways for his 
works”***) will teach and say of the Word who was in it, in 
whom life came into being, “If anyone shall keep my word, 
he will not see death forever.” For whoever shall keep the 
Word will, at the same time keep also the life that came into 
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being in him and is inseparable from him, which life 1s, at 
the same time, also the light of men, which shines in the 
darkness and is not overcome by it.” 

(371) If, then, the prophet should inquire, as it were, and 
say, “Who is the man who shall live and not see death?” we, 
having learned from our Savior, will answer and say, The 
man “who shall live and not see death” is the man who 
keeps the word of the one who said, “If anyone shall keep 
my word, he will not see death forever.” 

(372) But, at the same time, I ask whether in this passage 
“forever” is to be taken with both clauses,*® so that the 
whole sentence would read as follows: If any man keep my 
word forever, he will not see death. 

(373) For indeed one is not likely to see death as long as 
he keeps the word of Jesus; but no sooner has one lost it 
than he has seen death. 

(374) But if one can also have recourse to the deeper 
doctrines, and understand how a man might say, “You have 
brought me down to the dust of death,”*’ and Paul, “Who 
will deliver me from the body of this death?” he will see 
how, as long as the word is kept, the one who keeps it does 
not see death. When, however, someone has become dis- 
couraged in his attention to the word and his keeping of it, 
or has become careless about keeping it and has no longer 
kept it, then he has seen death, and it is the fault of no one 
other than himself. 

(375) We must, at any rate, consider this to be a dogma 
and an eternal law, as the statement, “If anyone shall keep 
my word, he will not see death forever,” will always be made 
to us who have received the word. 

(976) But, if I may put it this way, just as darkness, when it 
has been beheld too long, destroys the sight of the behold- 
er, so death, when it has been beheld by the one who has 
not kept the word, is fatal to and deadens the sight that has 
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beheld it, blinding it, so that, for this reason, the one who 
opens the eyes of the blind is needed.” 

(377) And I, at least, think this is why the blind, of whom 
the blind in the Gospel were a symbol, lost their sight, that 
is, they have seen death because they did not keep the word. 


The Jews said to him, Now we know that you have 
a demon. (John 8.52) 


(378) The majority, even of the wise, think that every 
kind of sin, of which one form’®” is also the sin against rea- 
son, has no other source than mistaken judgments. But 
those who have believed in the Holy Scriptures as divine 
think that the things men do contrary to right reason are 
not accomplished apart from demons, or some such hostile 
powers. 

(379) The Jews, too, therefore, assumed that it was the re- 
sult of the activity of a demon that Jesus said, “Truly, truly I 
say to you, If anyone shall keep my word, he will not see 
death forever.” 

(380) And they had this impression because they had 
neither kept the word, nor perceived the meaning of what 
was said. For he who understood the death that those who 
sin die to be some enemy to the Word declared that this 
death is not seen forever by the one who has kept his word. 
But those who suppose that what is said is about the com- 
mon death, think that the one who says that everyone who 
has kept his word will not die forever has lost his wits, since 
Abraham and the prophets died. 
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Abraham died, and the Prophets, and you say: If 
anyone shall keep my word, he will not taste death 
forever. Are you greater than our father Abraham who 
is dead? And the prophets are dead. Whom do you 
make yourself? (John 8.52-53) 


“Abraham Your Father Rejoiced That He Might See My Day, 
and He Saw It and Was Glad” 


(381) If, according to the simpler interpretation, as we 
ourselves have also explained it, the sense of the Jews’ as- 
sumption appears evident when they responded to the Sav- 
ior’s word by saying that Abraham and the prophets had 
died, none the less we must not leave unexamined texts that 
are parallel to this. 

(382) For did they think it was without reason that the 
Savior said, “If anyone shall keep my word, he will not see 
death forever,”” and, therefore, they made some obvious 
response to his word? 

(383) Or, did they think he had not spoken of the com- 
mon death, and thinking of Abraham and the prophets, as 
also of themselves who were once in the worse death, say, 
because they neither accepted his word nor thought it to be 
so great as the speaker promised, “Now we know that you 
have a demon”?*” 

(384) We have made a similar examination more exten- 
sively above concerning other words of his, and responses to 
them. Take, for example, the Samaritan woman. After Jesus 
said to her, “[Give me] to drink,” he later added the fol- 
lowing words. “If you had known the gift of God, and who 
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he is who says to you, Give me to drink, you would have 
asked him, and he would have given you living water. 

(985) “And the woman says to him, Lord, you do not 
have a bucket, and the well is deep; whence do you have liv- 
ing water?’ And again, “Sir, give me this water, that I may 
not thirst nor come here to draw.”*” 

(386) For it would not be plausible that the Samaritan 
woman answered him in regard to water that is perceptible 
to the senses, and that she asked him for literal water so that 
she would no longer thirst nor come to draw water from the 
well of Jacob which was perceptible to the senses. 

(387) As another example, take the Lord’s words, “The 
bread that I shall give for the life of the world is my flesh.” 
When “the Jews strove with one another saying, How can 
this man give us his flesh to eat?” we showed that the hear- 
ers were not so foolish as to suppose that the speaker was 
inviting the hearers to approach him and eat of his flesh. 

(388) It is likely indeed that, in the case of the words we 
are now examining, the Jews said, “Abraham died, and the 
prophets,” after they had learned how “through one man 
sin entered the world, and death through sin, and so death 
passed to all men because all have sinned,” and had seen 
in addition that “death reigned over those who sinned in 
the likeness of Adam’s transgression.” Their response was 
about the death that results from sin, which passed to all 
men because all have sinned. 

(389) But although they had learned about these mat- 
ters, inasmuch as they did not accept Jesus’ words, they did 
not know what comes next, nor that “the gift is not as the of- 
fence.”*” 

(390) But neither, perhaps, could they infer that “if the 
many died by the offence of the one man, how much more 
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has the grace of God, and the gift which came by the grace 
of the one man Jesus Christ, abounded to many.” 

(391) In addition, they did not understand in what way 
the gift was not like the death “which resulted from the one 
man’s sin,” for they had not as yet been instructed that “the 
gift followed many offenses and resulted in justification.” 

(392) But neither did they see that “those who receive 
the abundance of grace and of the gift shall reign in life 
through one man Jesus Christ. ”** 

(393) They reflected on the death of Abraham and the 
prophets, understanding that Samuel, too, when he was 
under the earth because of death, was brought up by a 
medium who thought the gods were somewhere below the 
earth and who said, “I saw gods ascending from the earth.”” 
They had not, however, comprehended the life of Abraham 
and the prophets, nor that the God of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob was not the God of them as men who were dead, but 
as men who were alive.*® Because they assumed that the 
prophets were dead, they built their tombs, and for this rea- 
son they are said to be unhappy.*” 

(394) Therefore, although Abraham died, nevertheless 
he was alive and no longer saw death, since he had seen 
the day of Jesus and rejoiced and was glad.” 

(395) Now, I think it was also for this reason that in re- 
sponse to the statement, “Abraham died,” our Savior, to 
teach that Abraham was alive, said, “Abraham your father 
rejoiced that he might see my day, and he saw it and was 
glad.”*"° 

(396) But if someone prefers that the words about Abra- 
ham not have this meaning, let him tell us whether he who 
once saw the day of our Savior, and rejoiced and was glad 
because of this, thereafter sees death, or after he has seen 
the day of the Savior and rejoiced and been glad, having 
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been considered worthy of such a sight because he was wor- 
thy of it, he was later deprived of what he saw. 

(397) For if each of these assertions is absurd, then when 
Abraham saw the day of Jesus, at the same time that he saw 
it he also heard his word and kept it, and he no longer sees 
death.*"' The Jews were also incorrect when they said, “Abra- 
ham died,” as if he were still among the dead. 

(398) You will say the same thing also of the prophets. 
For if he is not the God of the dead, but of the living,*” just 
as he is the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, so he is also 
the God of the rest of the prophets, and the prophets are 
alive. For these too kept the word of the Son of God, when 
the word of the Lord came to Osee, or the word came to Je- 
remias, or the word came to Isaias, for no other Word of 
God came to any of these than he who was in the beginning 
with God, his Son, God the Word.*” 

(399) Now, if anyone has kept this word, the prophets 
certainly have, so that from the time they received the word 
they have no longer seen death. 

(400) Therefore, just as the Jews’ statement, “Now we 
know that you have a demon,”*"* is false, so also is their state- 
ment, “Abraham is dead, and the prophets.” For they nei- 
ther knew that he who gave commands to demons had a 
demon (for no one knows what does not exist), nor were 
Abraham and the prophets still among the dead when the 
Jews said, “Abraham died, and the prophets.” 


Seeing Death and Tasting Death 


(401) Next, we ask why in the world, after the Savior had 
said of everyone who keeps his words, “He will not see death 
forever,” following the words previously examined, when it 
would have been appropriate for the Jews to have respond- 
ed to the words, “He will not see death forever,” by saying, 


411. Cf. Jn 8.51, and paragraphs 363-77 above. 

412. Cf. Mt 22.32. 

413. Cf. Hos 1.1; Jer 14.1; Is 2.1; Jn 1.1; and Origen, Jo. I.1-3 (FOTC 
80.95, note 3). 
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“And you say, If anyone shall keep my word, he will not see 
death forever,” they did not say this, but said what the Savior 
did not say. For he did not say, “If anyone shall keep my 
word, he will not taste death forever,” which they cite as 
said by our Lord. 

(402) And consider if it is not because there is a differ- 
ence between not “seeing” death and not “tasting” death 
that the other evangelists unanimously have spoken of those 
who stood near Jesus not tasting death until they should see 
the Son of Man coming in his kingdom. Matthew says, 
“Truly, truly I say to you there are some of those standing 
here who will not taste death until they see the Son of Man 
coming in his kingdom.”*” 

(403) Mark says, “Truly, truly I say to you that there are 
some of those standing here who will not taste death until 
they see the kingdom of God that has come in power. ”*” 

(404) And Luke says, “Truly there are some of those 
standing here who will not taste death until they see the Son 
of Man in his glory.”*” 

(405) For, just as taste and sight are different perceptions 
so far as the body is concerned, so, in accordance with the 
divine perceptions mentioned by Solomon, the visual and 
contemplative power of the soul is one thing, but that which 
is capable of tasting and apprehending the quality of spiritu- 
al foods is another.*” 

(406) And, since the Lord is capable of being tasted, 
being food for the soul, insofar as he is the bread of life 
which came down from heaven,” and is capable of being 
seen, insofar as he is wisdom, of whose beauty he confesses 
to be a lover who says, “I became a lover of her beauty,”*”’ 
and he commands us, “Love her, and she will preserve 
you,”™” for this reason it is said in the Psalms, “Taste and see 
that the Lord is good.”” 


415. Cf. Jn 8.51. 416. Cf. Mt 16.28. 
417. Cf. Mk 9.1. 418. Cf. Lk 9.27. 
419. Cf. Wis 7.22-23. 420. Cf. Jn 6.51. 
421. Wis 8.2. 422. Prv 4.6. 
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(407) And, just as the Lord is capable of being tasted and 
seen, so also is his enemy, death, capable of being tasted and 
seen. 

(408) These words prove that death is capable of being 
tasted, “There are some of those standing here who will not 
taste death,”** etc., and the following prove that it can be 
seen, “If anyone shall keep my word, he will not see death 
forever.” 

(409) Now he who utters words contrary to the words of 
eternal life*® tastes death; and not only does he taste it, but 
he is also filled with death as food. 

(410) The promise is that some of those standing in the 
spiritual place designated by Jesus will not taste death, for 
observe carefully that the three Gospels together have said, 
“There are some of those here standing,””’ or, “There are 
some of those standing here.”** They have also recorded of 
these, “They will not taste death until they see the Son of 
Man coming in his kingdom,” or, “in his glory,” or, “until 
they see the kingdom of God that has come in power.”*” 

(411) And, since the one who stands can fall, it has been 
said, “Let him who thinks he stands beware lest he fall.”*” 
This is why it is not written of all who stand, but of some, 
“Truly I say to you, there are some of those standing here.” 

(412) The one who stands, therefore, does not taste 
death if he continues to stand, and the one who has re- 
ceived and keeps the word will not see death. 

(413) Since, therefore, there is a difference between tast- 
ing death and seeing death, the Jews, as unintelligent hear- 
ers, confused the saying of the Lord, and instead of “he will 
not see death,” said, “He will not taste death,” thereby de- 
scending in their statement to the inferior sensation. But 


424. Mt 16.28. 425. Jn 8.51. 
426. Cf. Jn 6.68. 427. Mt 16.28; cf. Lk 9.27. 
428. Cf. Mk 9.1. 429. Cf. Mt 16.28. 


430. Cf. Lk 9.27. This reading is found in codex D, the fifth century 
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you will ask if, just as it is possible to see death and taste 
death, so also in relation to the other senses, it is possible to 
hear death, or smell death, or touch death. For if the hands 
of the apostles “have handled [something] of the word of 
life,”” have the hands of false apostles and deceitful work- 
men, who transform themselves into angels of justice, han- 
dled something of the word of death? And if Christ’s sheep 
hear his voice,*’ perhaps those who are not his sheep, to 
whom he would say, “You are not of my sheep,” hear the 
voice of death. 

(414) [And] consider if there is not a smell of death in 
the wounds that come from sin, concerning which it has 
been said, “My wounds stink and rot.”*” The smell of death 
was also on Lazarus before he arose from the dead. It was 
because the disciples did not wish to smell it that they said 
to the Savior, “Lord, he already stinks, for it is the fourth 
day.” 

(415) But on the question concerning the spiritual smell 
of death, or the smell of life, it will be necessary to observe 
carefully the following apostolic word. “We are a good odor 
of Christ to God in every place, among those who are saved, 
and among those who perish; to some an odor of death to 
death; but to others an odor of life to life.” For the people 
who are in Christ are a good odor of Christ in every place 
and by no means a bad odor. 

(416) Now, just as a good corporeal odor is said to de- 
stroy some animals,*” so, because of the evil which occurred 
earlier, the good odor of Christ too may be an odor of death 
to their death for some, but for others it proves to be an 
odor of life to life. 


435. Cf. 1 Jn 1.1. 
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(417) These present comments seemed to us to be neces- 
sary in the examination of tasting death and of seeing or 
not seeing death. 


“Are You Greater Than Our Father Abraham?” 


(418) Next, because they do not perceive how far Christ 
surpasses the patriarchs and the prophets, nor do they even 
believe that he who teaches such great things is the Christ, 
they raise a further objection, asking, “Are you greater than 
our father Abraham who died?” 

(419) And they do not see that he who was born of the 
Virgin is not only [greater] than Abraham, but that he is 
also greater than everyone among those born of women.” 
Nor do they see that the one prophesied by the prophets is 
greater than all the prophets, and that he who made them 
alive is greater than those who die, although he did not 
make himself such, but received it from the Father. 

(420) “For as the Father has life in himself, so also he has 
given to the Son to have life in himself.” He cannot do a 
single thing of himself, and he seeks, not his own will, but 
the will of the one who sent him.” The question, “Whom, 
then, do you make yourself?” was not the question of men 
who had perceived that Jesus had not made himself what he 
was. 

(421) For this reason, too, it seems to me, he responded 
to this question by teaching who made him what he was in 
the words, “If I shall glorify myself, my glory is nothing; it is 
the Father who glorifies me.” 

(422) But since the twentieth volume of the commen- 
taries on the Gospel according to John has reached a suit- 
able stopping point with these words let it be concluded 
here, so that, if God reveals the things that follow to us, we 
may contemplate them in the next book, beginning with 
the words, “Jesus answered, If I shall glorify myself, my glory 
is nothing.” 


443. Cf. Mt 11.11. 444. Cf. Jn 5.26. 
445. Cf. Jn 5.30. 446. Jn 8.54. 
447. Jn 8.54. 


BOOK TWENTY-EIGHT 


bers have said that six is the first perfect number, 

mee) being equal to its own parts, both from the combina- 
tion of what is doubled from the unit, one and two, which is 
three, a prime number, and the doubling of the number ar- 
rived at, now I mean from the two, for when the two has 
been multiplied by three it makes six.’ 

(2) But they say the second perfect number is twenty- 
eight, being composed both of the compound of the dou- 
bling beginning from the unit until the first number results, 
and the doubling of the number arrived at. For four is the 
number doubled from the unit in the order one, two, four. 

(3) Now, the combination of these numbers is seven, 
which is itself also a prime number, since it is measured by 
the unit alone; and when four is multiplied by seven, it 
makes twenty-eight, also itself equal to its own parts.’ 

(4) Now for this reason I think [the number]? that is relat- 
ed to the preparation of the tent of witness is grasped by 
Moses who was instructed in “all the wisdom of the Egyp- 
tians,”* for the curtains are twenty-eight cubits in length. 

(5) And, indeed, the tent of witness which was prepared 
for the glory of God had to contain the number twenty-eight 
among the special numbers.” 

(6) Since, holy brother Ambrose, we have reached this 
section of the commentaries on the Gospel according to 


1. Cf. Philo, Op. 3. Preuschen demonstrates the scheme as: 6=(1+2)x2, 
or 6=1+2+3. 

2. Le. 28=(1+2+4)x4, or 28=1+2+4+7+14 (Preuschen). 

3. My addition, based on Wendland’s suggestion. Preuschen indicates 
that the text is corrupt at this point. 

4. Cf. Acts 7.22. 

5. Cf. Ex 26.2. 
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John (for, if God grants, this will be the twenty-eighth vol- 
ume on the Gospel), let us call upon God, who is perfect 
and is the provider of perfection through our perfect high 
priest Jesus Christ,’ that he might grant that our mind dis- 
cover the truth about the matters that will be investigated 
and their composition, and thus let us proceed to what fol- 
lows. 


Jesus says, Take away the stone. (John 11.39) 


Jesus Does Not Take the Stone Away Himself 


(7) Here Jesus himself does not take away the stone that 
lies upon the cave, but says, “Take away the stone.” In Gene- 
sis, on the other hand, when “there was a large stone on 
the mouth of the well, and the custom was to gather all the 
flocks there and roll back the stone from the mouth of 
the well, and gather and water the sheep, and restore the 
stone to the mouth of the well in its place,” and when this 
had not yet taken place because the flocks had not been 
gathered,’ Jacob, when he saw “Rachel, the daughter of 
Laban his mother’s brother, and the sheep of Laban his 
mother’s brother, himself approached and rolled back the 
stone from the mouth of the well and watered the sheep of 
Laban his mother’s brother.” Inasmuch as there is this dif- 
ference, we wish to examine both stones together so that we 
may grasp the reason that here Jesus himself did not take 
away the stone from the cave, but said, “Take away the 
stone,” yet in Genesis Jacob himself rolled the stone away 
from the mouth of the well. 

(8) Consider if we can say that, because the cave was a 
tomb, Jesus himself must not touch the stone upon the cave, 
but only command those suitable for the work to take the 
stone away. On the other hand, Jacob himself had to grasp 
the stone that was lying on the mouth of the well and keep- 
ing those sheep, from which would come the spotted sheep, 


f. Heb 2.17. f. Gn 29.2-3. 
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even the portion of Jacob,” from drinking, and when he 
had approached the stone he had to roll it back from the 
mouth of the well that the sheep of Laban his mother’s 
brother might be watered. 

(9) And it was necessary, indeed, that Jacob himself ap- 
proach the well, but that Jesus stand outside the cave. 

(10) But if you can, direct your attention to why, in the 
case of the cave, the stone lying upon it is not rolled away, 
but is taken away, but in the case of the well, it is not taken 
away completely, but only rolled away. It was fitting by all 
means that the stone be taken away in the case of the tomb, 
and not rolled back, but that, in the case of the well, the 
stone only be rolled away. 

(11) For it has been said before that..." 


Believe and See the Glory of God 


(12) Let us believe [that we may see the]” glory of God, 
having considered the greatness of the faith that is reck- 
oned for righteousness."° 

(13) But if someone who thinks he has believed has not 
yet seen the glory of God, let him learn that he is exposed as 
not having believed because“ he has not yet seen the glory 
of God, for he does not lie who says not only to Martha but 
to everyone, whoever he be, “If you believe, you will see the 
glory of God.” 


Therefore, they took away the stone. (John 11.41) 


The Imitator of Christ 


(14) The delay in the removal of the stone lying upon the 
cave resulted from the dead man’s sister, for she hindered, 
as it were, those whom Jesus commanded when he said, 


10. Cf. Gn 30.42. 

11. There are 41 lines missing from M at this point. 

12. The translation offered here is conjectural, based on Jn 11.40, 
since part of the sentence is missing. 

13. Cf. Gn 15.6. 

14. The text has ðv’ ôv, which seems to me to make no sense. 


15. Jn 11.40. 
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“Take away the stone,” by saying, “He already stinks, for it is 
the fourth day.” 

(15) And if Martha’s unbelief had not been checked 
when Jesus said to her, “Did not I say to you, that if you be- 
lieve, you will see the glory of God?”” those who heard the 
words, “Take away the stone,” would not have taken away 
the stone. 

(16) For come, let us suppose that when Jesus said, “Take 
away the stone,” the dead man’s sister had not responded 
nor said, “He already stinks, for it is the fourth day.” What, 
then, would have been written subsequently than this, “Jesus 
says, Take away the stone; therefore, they took away the 
stone”? 

(17) But now, between the words, “Take away the stone,” 
and, “therefore, they took away the stone,” the words of the 
dead man’s sister hindered the removal of the stone. And it 
would not have been taken away at all even later had not 
Jesus answered and said to her unbelief, “Did I not say to 
you that if you believe, you will see the glory of God?”” It is 
good, then, that nothing intervene between Jesus’ com- 
mand and the action enjoined by his bidding. 

(18) And I, at least, think that it is appropriate for such a 
person to say that he has become an imitator of Christ.” 

(19) For as God spoke to this one, and “they were made, 
he commanded and they were created,”” so Christ spoke to 
the believer and the latter performed it; the Son of God 
commanded and the believer fulfilled the command, having 
set nothing above the command, nor having penalized him- 
self by disobedience in the time between the command and 
the deed. For we must believe that the period of delay con- 
cerning the commandment is a time of disobedience for the 
one who later does what was commanded. 

(20) Now, this is also why the son in the Gospel parable 
whose father commanded him to go into the field and work, 


o 11.30. ae 11.40. 
18. Jn 11.39. 19. Jn 11.39. 
20. Jn 11.40. 21. Cf. 1 Cor 11.1. 
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because he did not do it immediately, but went when he had 
later repented, did not do the will of his father in the time 
prior to his repentance.” 

(21) Wherefore, we must remember the saying, “Delay 
not to be converted to the Lord, nor defer it from day to 
day,” and the saying, “Do not say, Go and come again, and 
tomorrow I will give; do good while you are able.”” 

(22) We must believe, therefore, that it is a condemna- 
tion of Martha that the words, “Therefore they took away 
the stone,” were written later. They should have been said 
next to the words, “Jesus says, Take away the stone.” 


And Jesus lifted up his eyes and said. (John 11.41) 


“Lift Up Your Eyes on High” 


(29) We must carefully observe and examine what has 
been written concerning” the position of Jesus’ eyes in rela- 
tion to certain people. For example, in the Gospel accord- 
ing to Luke, when Jesus was about to deliver the beatitudes 
and the teaching that follows them, “he lifted up his eyes to 
his disciples and said.” And in the present passage, “he lift- 
ed up his eyes and said.” 

(24) For we are taught by the previous statement that 
Jesus’s disciples are not below, because the teacher's eyes are 
lifted up to those to whom it was worthy that he lift up his 
eyes. The statement now being examined teaches us that he 
changed his thought from his conversation with those below 
and lifted it up and exalted it, bringing it in prayer to the 
Father who is over all. 

(25) But in addition, if indeed Paul is an imitator of 
Christ along with those who are near him,” the one who 


23. Cf. Mt 21.28-31. 24. Cf. Sir 5.7. 
25. Prv 3.28. 26. Jn 11.41. 
27. Jn 11.39. 
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prays zealously and in imitation of Christ’s prayer, lifting up 
the eyes of his soul, and bringing them up in this way from 
deeds, memory, thoughts, and reasonings must thus address 
to God the great and heavenly words of prayer concerning 
great and heavenly matters. 

(26) But if someone shall reply to these remarks that the 
tax collector wished not even to lift up his eyes, and beat his 
breast and said, “God be merciful to me, a sinner,”! we must 
reply that just as we must not apply to all people nor always 
the sorrow that is according to God, which works repen- 
tance without regrets unto salvation,” but only to that one 
and everyone who has done things worthy of such sorrow 
and who changes his mind in relation to them, and we must 
apply it with due limit and not excessively lest in excessive 
sorrow he be swallowed by Satan,” so perhaps it is not prop- 
er for everyone to wish not even to lift up his eyes, as nei- 
ther is it proper to stand afar off.” 

(27) But let each one judge himself concerning such 
matters,” and “let a man prove himself, and so,” not only 
“let him eat of the bread and drink of the cup,™ but also let 
him lift up his eyes, and let him lift them up during prayer, 
and when he subjects himself to God and humbles himself 
to him, let him speak. 

(28) And if we think that it is proper for one who lives in 
any way whatever to wish not even to lift up his eyes like the 
tax collector, it is fitting to say that along with wishing not to 
lift up his eyes he must also stand afar off from the temple.” 

(29) Now, what temple would this be, except the Church 
of the living God? Paul also calls this Church the house of 
God when he says, “But if I tarry, that you may know how 
one ought to behave in the house of God, which is the 
Church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the 
truth.” 

(30) [Therefore], as it is not proper for everyone not to 


31. Lk 18.13. 32. Cf. 2 Cor 2.7. 
33. Cf. 2 Cor 2.7. 94. Cf. Lk 18.13. 
35. Cf. 1 Cor 11.91. 36. Cf. 1 Cor 11.28. 
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use the bread, and not to drink of the cup, and [not]” to be 
far from the house of God and the Church, so it is not prop- 
er for everyone not to wish to lift up his eyes. 

(91) But if someone does not lift up his eyes when it is 
proper for him to lift them up, he sins; and [the same is 
true] if someone lifts them up when it is proper not to lift 
them up. 

(32) The tax collector in the Gospel, therefore, acting 
properly, did not wish even to lift up his eyes,” but on the 
other hand, the disciple who is present with Jesus would rea- 
sonably lift them up when he is given the command, “Lift 
up your eyes and see the fields, that they are already white 
to harvest.””! 

(33) The prophet, too, says, “Lift up your eyes on high.”” 
But in addition, in the one hundred and twenty-second 
Psalm, which is the fourth song of the gradual psalms, the 
prophet, when he has lifted up his eyes to God in a fitting 
manner, says, “To you who dwell in heaven I have lifted up 
my eyes. Behold as the eyes of servants are on the hands of 
their masters, as the eyes of a handmaid are on the hands of 
her mistress, so our eyes are on the Lord our God, until he 
have mercy on us.”* 

(34) And if we must also show more clearly for whom it is 
now proper to imitate Jesus by lifting up his eyes, in that he 
also lifts up his eyes, and for whom this is not proper, but 
who, like the tax collector, should not only stand far away 
from the temple but also not wish to lift up his eyes, we will 
quote the words of Daniel about the lawless elders who lust- 
ed after Susanna. The words are as follows: “And they per- 
verted their own mind and turned their eyes away that they 
might not look to heaven, nor remember just judgments.” 
These words should be taken along with the following re- 
marks made about Susanna, “But she, weeping, looked up 
to heaven, for her heart trusted in the Lord.”® For notice in 


39. Wendland omits the negative. 40. Cf. Lk 18.13. 
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these words that those who perverted their own mind 
turned their eyes away that they might not look to heaven, 
but she who trusted in the Lord looked up to heaven conse- 
quent to her trust in the Lord. 

(95) It was fitting, therefore, for her who was about to 
pray boldly about her chastity to look up to heaven and lift 
up her eyes. On the other hand (if, by way of supposition, 
after the elders had “perverted their own mind and turned 
aside their eyes that they might not look to heaven nor re- 
member just judgments,” they repented, after they had at- 
tempted to seduce the woman, but failed to attain their de- 
sire, and after this they prayed) it would be fitting for the 
elders also not to wish to lift up their eyes, indeed also to 
stand far off, like the tax collector, and beat their breasts 
and say, “God, be merciful to me, a sinner.”” 

(36) And it would be proper, when one lifts up his eyes 
and lifts them up properly to heaven, also to lift up holy 
hands, especially when he offers up prayer without anger 
and contention.” 

(37) For in this way, when the eyes are lifted up through 
thought and contemplation, and the hands are lifted up in 
deeds which lift up and exalt the soul, as Moses lifted up his 
hands,“ one may consequently say, “The lifting up of my 
hands is as the evening sacrifice”;* the Amalikites and all 
the unseen enemies will be worsted, and the Israelite rea- 
sonings in us will prevail.” 

(38) So many related thoughts have been disclosed to us 
on this point in relation to the statement, “Jesus lifted up his 
eyes and said.” 
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Father, I give you thanks that you have heard me. 
I knew that you always hear me; but because of the 
crowd standing around I said it, that they may believe 
that you have sent me. (John 11.41—42) 


‘Before You Have Spoken, I Will Say, Behold, I Am Here’ 


(39) If indeed God makes some such promise as follows 
concerning the prayer of those who pray in a worthy man- 
ner who live in the flesh and do not wage war according to 
the flesh,” “And while you are still speaking, I will say, Be- 
hold, I am here,”” what ought we think that he says in the 
case of our Savior and Lord, other than, ‘Before you have 
spoken, I will say, Behold, I am here.’ For “he lifted up his 
eyes and spoke” at the same time.” 

(40) But what did he say? If it is thus possible in such mat- 
ters to make a guess consistent with the statement, “Before 
you have spoken, I will say, Behold, I am here,’ that which is 
said to the Savior would surely be something more than that 
which was written in the promise to just men, “While you 
are still speaking he will say, Behold I am here.” 

(41) What, then, did he say? He proposed to utter a 
prayer, but because the one who said to him, “Before you 
have spoken, I will say, Behold, I am here,’ anticipated his 
prayer, in place of the prayer that he intended to offer, he 
addresses thanksgiving to the one who anticipated his 
prayer. Consequently, as if the thoughts that he had not ut- 
tered in prayer had been heard, he says, “Father, I give you 
thanks that you have heard me.”” 

(42) Therefore, he was about to pray about the resurrec- 
tion of Lazarus when the only good God and Father” antici- 
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pated his prayer and heard the words about to be spoken in 
his prayer. The Savior offers up thanksgiving for these 
things in place of prayer in the hearing of the crowd that 
stood around him. He was doing two things at the same 
time. He was giving thanks for the things he had obtained 
concerning Lazarus, and establishing faith in the crowd that 
stood around him, for he wished to receive them, since this 
was why he had been sent from God and had sojourned in 
life. 

(43) Now, he knew that he had been heard because he 
saw in his spirit that Lazarus’ soul had been restored to his 
body, having been sent up from the region of souls. 

(44) For we must not think that Lazarus’ soul continued 
to be present in his body after its exodus and, because it was 
present, immediately heard Jesus when he cried and said, 
“Lazarus, come forth.”” Or, if indeed someone assumes this 
about Lazarus’ soul and accepts as true the absurdity that 
the soul which has been released from the body continues 
to hover near the dead man, let him tell us how Jesus was 
heard by the Father, if Lazarus’ body remained dead and his 
soul had been separated from the body but continued to 
hover near it, as someone who says this would assume. 

(45) For supposing that this be granted, we would say 
that Jesus, when he was about to be heard, was not heard, 
seeing that the soul continued to dwell in the body. Now I 
think something similar happened also when Jesus raised 
the daughter of the ruler of the synagogue after he prayed 
about it, for he asked that her soul return and dwell again in 
her body.” 

(46) And you shall also inquire whether it is the same or 
not concerning the widow’s son who was being carried out,” 
that you may discover the orderly sequence in these ac- 
counts in all the passages, for it is not proper that we make 
such great digressions. 

(47) But perhaps also Jesus, who was so great, saw 
Lazarus’ soul itself being brought either by those appointed 


57. Jn 11.43. 58. Cf. Lk 8.55. 
59. Cf. Lk 7.12. 
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to such matters, or by the will itself of the Father who heard 
Jesus, and when he saw it entering through the place from 
which the stone had been removed, he said, “Father, I give 
you thanks that you have heard me.”” 

(48) Now, it was because he had both asked and obtained 
for countless others before this that he gives thanks not only 
for Lazarus, but also for those earlier ones. He says in rela- 
tion to Lazarus, “Father, I give you thanks that you have 
heard me,” and in relation to the earlier ones, “And I knew 
that you always hear me.” All this, he says, I have said “be- 
cause of the crowd standing around, that they might believe 
that you have sent me.” We have explained these words in 
relation to the literal meaning and the resurrection of 
Lazarus. 

(49) On the other hand, the anagogical sense concern- 
ing the passage is not difficult in consequence of what we 
have already explained. For he asked that the one who had 
sinned, after becoming his friend, and had become dead to 
God return to life by divine power. And he obtained it and 
saw movements of life in such a one for which he gave 
thanks to the Father. 

(50) Now a crowd stood around such a dead man, al- 
though they did not yet believe that God sent Jesus, nor that 
this Word from God had sojourned with men. This crowd 
stood around and marvelled that someone who had become 
foul-smelling from sins to death’ and was dead to virtue, 
should return to virtue. The crowd also marvelled that they 
would believe at some time in the Word who made him 
alive, as the Word from God who had sojourned with men. 


6o. Jn 11.41. 
61. Jn 11.41. 
62. Jn 11.42. 
63. Cf. Jn 11.42. 
64. Cf. 1 Jn 5.16. 
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And after he said these things, he cried 
with a loud voice: Lazarus, come forth. The dead 
man came out bound feet and hands with strips 
of cloth, and his face was bound with a napkin. 
Jesus said to them: Loose him and let him go. 


(John 11.43-44) 
Jesus’ Loud Cry 


(51) Jesus lifted up his eyes and was heard when he 
was still about to pray, and he gave thanks in place of a 
prayer, when he perceived that Lazarus’ soul had entered 
the body and was in need of the strength that would re- 
sult from Jesus’ command to him to come forth from the 
tomb. 

(52) Wherefore, after the thanksgiving to the Father, he 
used a loud voice which infused Lazarus with power. The lat- 
ter was in need of a loud cry to call him forth from the tomb 
because his hearing was not yet sharp. 

(53) Now, we must consider this, too, to be a work worthy 
of Jesus, not only to pray that the dead might live, but also 
to shout to him and summon the one within the cave and 
the tomb to the things outside it. 

(54) Now, we ought to be aware that there are some 
Lazaruses even now who, after they have become Jesus’ 
friends, have become sick and died, and as dead persons 
they have remained in the tomb and the land of the dead 
with the dead, and later they were made alive by Jesus’ 
prayer, and were summoned from the tomb to the things 
outside it by Jesus with his loud voice. He who trusts in Jesus 
comes forth wearing bonds worthy of death from his former 
sins, and still bound around his face, so that he can neither 
see nor walk, nor do anything because of the bonds of 
death, until Jesus commands those who are able to loose 
him and let him go. And let everyone who is able to say, “Or 
do you seek proof of Christ who speaks in me?”” attempt, at 
least, to become such that Christ might cry out in a loud 


65. Cf. 2 Cor 13.3. 
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voice in him and say to the one who stirred after he died, 
but not quickly, and for this reason needs Jesus’ cry, 
“Lazarus, come forth.” 

(55) Consider the one who has fallen away from Christ 
and returned to the Gentiles’ life after he has received 
knowledge of the truth and been enlightened, and tasted 
the heavenly gift, and become a partaker of the Holy Spirit, 
and tasted the good word of God and the powers of the age 
to come,” to be in Hades with the shades and the dead, and 
to be in the land of the dead or the tombs. 

(56) Whenever, therefore, on behalf of such a person, 
Jesus comes to his tomb and, standing outside it, prays and 
is heard, he asks that there be power in his voice and words 
and cries out with a loud voice, and summons him who was 
his friend to the things outside the life of the Gentiles and 
their tomb and cave. 


The Bonds of the Dead 


(57) Now and then we see someone following Jesus in the 
following manner. Such a one comes forth because of Jesus’ 
voice, but he is still tied and bound with the cords of his 
own sins. He is alive because he has repented and has heard 
Jesus’ voice, but because he has not yet been released from 
the bonds of sin, he cannot immediately walk with free feet, 
but neither has he been released to perform the things that 
excel, his feet and hands being bound with strips of cloth as 
the bonds of the dead. 

(58) Such a person, because of the death which is in him 
clinging to the bonds on his hands and feet, has covered his 
face with ignorance and bound it round himself. 

(59) Since,® then, Jesus did not wish that he merely live 
and remain in the tomb, he has come bound to the things 
of life outside the tomb, as was said before. And because he 


66. Jn 11.43. 

67. Cf. Heb 6.4-6. 

68. Preuschen thinks the text is corrupt in this section. There are sever- 
al ambiguities that appear unsolvable on the basis of the present text. The 
translation offered is tentative. 
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has not been able to come forth from the tomb insofar as he 
is bound, Jesus says to those who can serve him, “Loose him 
and let him go.”” I think he was not” in agreement with the 
teaching about conversion after one has sinned. But such a 
one has come forth from the tomb still too weak to live by 
himself and control the active, efficient, and contemplative 
powers of his soul. His feet and hands are still bound with 
bandages, and his face is bound with a napkin. 

(60) But because the command of Christ is like that of a 
master, when Jesus said to those able to release him, “Loose 
him and let him go,”” his feet and hands were released, and 
the veil lying upon his face was removed and put away.” He 
advances so far that he anticipates that even he himself may 
become one of those who recline with Jesus.” 

(61) Next, because of the statement, “The dead man 
came out bound feet and hands with strips of cloth,” we 
must say that there is a distinction among those who have 
been bound feet and hands. It is [not] the same to have 
begun to be bound because one is dead, so that even 
the bonds bear the name of death (for as a matter of fact, 
the bandages of the dead are bonds), with one being bound 
as a result of the judgment of the Lord, who entered to see 
those reclining and saw one not wearing a wedding gar- 


6g. Jn 11.44. Cf. pars. 124-26 below. There is a large amount of litera- 
ture on Origen’s views on the forgiveness of post-baptismal sins. See, for 
example, P. Galtier, “Les péchés ‘incurables’ d’Origéne,” Greg 10 (1929): 
177-209; R. C. Mortimer, The Origins of Private Penance in the Western 
Church (Oxford, 1939), 22—30; J. Daniélou, Origéne, 80—83; K. Rahner, “La 
doctrine d’Origéne sur la pénitence,” RechSR 37 (1950): 47-97, 252-86, 
422-56; H. J. Vogt, Das Kirchenverstindnis des Origenes (Köln: Bohlau, 
1974), 155-69; H. Crouzel, Origen, 229-33. 

70. Blanc deletes the negative. Origen seems clearly in these para- 
graphs to allow for repentence and forgiveness for post-baptismal sins. 
The question, it seems to me, is what he means here by “the teaching 
about conversion after one has sinned.” If he is alluding to the common 
second century view that such was not allowed, then the negative is cor- 
rect. If, on the other hand, he means one can repent of sin after baptism, 
then the negative is incorrect. 

71. Jn 11.44. 

72. C£. 2 Cor 3.14-15. 

73. Cf. Ja 12.2. 
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ment,” and said of him, “Bind his feet and hands and cast 
him into outer darkness.”” 

(62) Now, it is possible that a distinction needs to be 
made in the passage between the statement, “And his face 
was bound with a napkin,” and the statement that a veil lay 
upon Moses’ face when he spoke to the people.” For the 
napkin lying on Lazarus’ face covered his eyes, which were 
dead, but Moses’ veil was covering his face for an accommo- 
dation because of those people who were incapable of look- 
ing at his glory. 

(63) But you will ask of the one [not] wearing a wedding 
garment, of whom it is said, “Bind him feet and hands, and 
cast him into outer darkness,”” whether he will continue al- 
ways to be bound and in outer darkness (for it is not added, 
“for the age,” or “for the ages”), or whether he will be re- 
leased sometime. 

(64) For the text concerning him indicates nothing 
about his future release.” 

(65) But it does not seem safe to me to express an opin- 
ion about him when one has grasped nothing at all about 
him, especially insofar as nothing has been written of him. 

(66) And because of the statement, “Jesus says to them: 
Loose him,” you will ask who the “them” are. For it has not 
been recorded that it was said to the disciples, nor to the 
crowd standing around, but neither has it been recorded 
that it was said to the Jews who were with Mary and were 
comforting her. Now, one may assume, because of the state- 
ment, “Angels came and ministered to him,”” and because 
of the anagogical sense related to the passage, that the com- 
mand, “Loose him and let him go,” could, perhaps, even be 
addressed to angels. 


74. Cf. Mt 22.11. 

75. Mt 22.193. 

76. Cf. Ex 34.33-35. 

77. Cf. Mt 22.19. 

78. The general sense of this sentence is clear, but its expression is awk- 
ward, and may be corrupt. 


79. Mt 4.11. 
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“But I Go That I May Awaken Him” 


(67) I ask further if Jesus has fulfilled the words, “But I go 
that I may awaken him,” which are subjoined to the state- 
ment, “Lazarus our friend is asleep. ”® 

(68) I wonder, therefore, if, when Jesus spoke with a loud 
voice and cried, “Lazarus, come forth” (for it would not be 
absurd to say that the loud voice and the cry have awakened 
him), it can also be asserted in addition that the statement, 
“I go that I may awaken him,”” has been fulfilled in this ac- 
tion rather than when the Father made Lazarus’ soul return 
to his body which was laid away in the tomb after he heard” 
the Son’s prayer. 

(69) For one may say that when the Father heard the Son 
pray, he raised Lazarus from the dead. On the other hand, 
he who spoke with a loud voice and cried, “Lazarus, come 
forth,” fulfilled what he had promised earlier in the words, 
“But I go that I may awaken him.” 

(70) If the one who affirms this makes a distinction be- 
tween the statement, “Lazarus our friend is asleep,” and, 
“Lazarus is dead,”” he will say that he made a promise relat- 
ed to the statement, “He is asleep,” when he said, “But I go 
that I may awaken him.”* He did not, however, append the 
statement, ‘I go that I may raise him from the dead,’ to the 
words, “He is dead.” 

(71) But he who refutes the apparent distinction in these 
statements and shows that the resurrection of Lazarus from 
the dead was the common work of the Son who prayed and 
the Father who heard, will use what the Lord said to Martha 
in the words, “I am the resurrection and the life,”® and will 


80. Jn 11.11. 81. Jn 11.43. 

82. Jn 11.11. 

83. Wendland’s emendation, which Preuschen accepts, must be incor- 
rect. The participle must be accusative, in agreement with “the Father,” as 
it is in M. The following statement in the text shows clearly that Origen is 
thinking of the Father hearing the Son’s prayer. 

84. Jn 11.43. 85. Jn 11.11. 

86. Jn 11.11. 87. Jn 11.14. 
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quote in addition the words, “For as the Father raises the 
dead, and gives life, so also the Son gives life to whom he 
will.” 


Many, therefore, who came to Mary from the Jews, 
and saw the things that Jesus did, believed in him. 


(John 11.45) 
Many Believed in Him 


(72) And whom, indeed, would this not impel to believe 
in Jesus’ preaching, and truly so, of those who have been 
greatly overwhelmed by evil, by death and its stench, as it 
were, who, by the most extreme change, at the command of 
the Word and with his cooperation, have shaken off not 
only the great stench that comes from sin, but also the 
bonds that restrain the active and efficient power of the 
soul, and further, apart from these, the contemplative 
power, toor 

(73) For those who saw Jesus when he was so mighty in 
such affairs, those who boasted that they were busy concern- 
ing the word of God, but who had not yet received the full- 
ness of the word, especially as many as had come to a dead 
man, as it were, for whom all hope had been abandoned 
and who had themselves abandoned hope regarding such a 
one, but who had come to comfort the sister who was suffer- 
ing pain at the loss of her brother, would be astounded and 
would believe. Perhaps it was because of these people more 
than the man who suffered these things that when Jesus 
came to the cave of the dead man, “he lifted up his eyes and 
said, Father, I give you thanks that you have heard me. And I 
knew that you always hear me.” 

(74) For from the statement, “But because of the crowd 
standing around I said it, that they may believe that you 
have sent me,”” it is clear that it was because of these people 
rather than Lazarus that he uttered this thanksgiving to the 
Father. 


aA 5.21. gi. Jn 11.41-42. 
92. Jn 11.41. 
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(75) He busied himself concerning Lazarus, therefore, 
because of the crowd standing around, that many of the 
Jews who came to Mary and saw the things that he did might 
believe in him. 

(76) But hear the words about these people also not only 
in the literal sense. 


But some of them went to the Pharisees and told them 
the things that Jesus had done.” (John 11.46) 


(77) The text has a certain ambiguity. Were those who 
went to the Pharisees and told them the things Jesus had 
done from those many Jews who saw the things that he had 
done and believed in him, and wished to win over those who 
were hostile to him by the announcement about Lazarus? 
Or, were they the others, besides the many who also be- 
lieved, who, as they were not impelled to faith concerning 
Jesus by what had happened, intended, insofar as they were 
able, to stir up the wicked jealousy in the Pharisees against 
him” by the announcement about Lazarus. 

(78) The Evangelist seems to me rather to intend this lat- 
ter as the meaning. 

(79) For this reason he also adds, “The chief priests, 
therefore, and the Pharisees assembled,” etc.” He called 
those “many,” therefore, who believed because they saw the 
things concerning Lazarus;® and it is as if he said that those 
who did not believe were fewer when he said, “But some of 
them went,” etc.” 


93. I follow Blanc in taking this sentence to be a lemma. Preuschen 
‘prints it as part of par. 76. 

94. This is the sense of the passage. Something may have been omitted 
in the manuscript tradition. Preuschen indicates a problem in the text, 
and Wendland suggested an emendation. The emendation would not 
alter the meaning of the sentence as I have given it, but only the way it is 
worded. 

Q5. Jn 11.47. 

96. Cf. Jn 11.45. 


g7. Jn 11.46. 


310 ORIGEN 


Those Who Saw Believed 


(80) But notice also what will be said. Gan we compel 
consent inasmuch as it has not been said, ‘Many, therefore, 
of the Jews who came to Mary and saw the things that he 
had done believed in him,’ but it has been written, “Many, 
therefore, who came to Mary from the Jews, and who saw 
the things that he had done believed in him”?” 

(81) And I am moved especially because of the anagogi- 
cal meaning to raise the issue whether perhaps all who saw, 
that is, who saw and understood what Jesus had done, be- 
lieved in him; those, however, who went to the Pharisees 
and told them what Jesus had done, since it is not testified 
that they saw, perhaps lacked what is praised in those who 
believed, namely that “they saw.”” 

(82) For if indeed these too had seen, it could have been 
written that some of them went to the Pharisees and told 
them what they saw Jesus do, or what they saw and what 
Jesus did. 

(83) But as it is, the expression, “they saw,” has not been 
used at all of these people, but of those who believed, who 
also had come to Mary and saw what Jesus did. It was also 
because of these people, I think, that he said, “But because 
of the crowd standing around I said it, that they may believe 
that you have sent me.”'” 

(84) But at the same time consider, too, if one can say of 
this that only those who came to Mary and saw what Jesus 
did and believed in him, since they were indeed many, con- 
stituted the crowd that stood around Jesus, on whose ac- 
count he said, “Father, I give you thanks that you have heard 
me; but I knew that you always hear me.” 

(85) For if he spoke these words “because of the crowd 


98. The distinction Origen is making, which is difficult to express clear- 
ly in English, is that in John’s text the participles that have been translated 
“who came” and “who saw,” are in agreement with “many,” and not with 
“the Jews.” 

gg. Cf. Jn 11.45-46. 

100. Jn 11.42. 

101. Jn 11.41-42. 
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that was standing around,™” that they might believe that 
the Father had sent him, he also spoke them that the crowd 
standing around might believe. But if some of them had not 
believed, he would not have said to the Father, as if some 
men were ignorant of what was about to happen, “But be- 
cause of the crowd standing around, that they may believe 
that you have sent me.™® Perhaps only those who came to 
Mary and saw what he did and believed in him constituted 
the crowd that stood around Jesus, and the rest neither saw 
what he did, nor had stood around him. 


The chief priests, therefore, and the Pharisees assembled 
the sanhedrin and said: What are we going to do, for this 
man does many signs? If we let him alone, all will believe 
in him, and the Romans will come and take away our 
place and nation. (John 11.47-48) 


The Blindness of the Chief Priests and the Pharisees 


(86) So far as the literal meaning is concerned, the Phar- 
isees and the chief priests saw that it was possible, because of 
the greatness of the prodigious miracles that Jesus had per- 
formed, that all the Jewish people might be drawn away to 
faith in him, and once drawn away, they might despise the 
corporeal service of the Levites and priests in the place.’ 
They saw consequently that such a thing could become a 
provocation to the Romans, inasmuch as the Jews did not 
treat the place with respect, [to think that] both the place 
they assumed to be holy and the whole nation of the Jews 


102. Jn 11.42. Origen is attempting to see a basis in the text of John for 
distinguishing between those who went to the Pharisees, and those who 
believed in Jesus. He is trying to eliminate the former from the crowd that 
stood around Jesus. His point seems to be that the crowd around Jesus, ex- 
clusive of the unbelieving Jews, should be understood as the subject of the 
purpose clause, as well as the subject of the causal clause in Jn 11.42. This, 
of course, seems obvious enough even to a casual reader. What is not so 
obvious, and what probably cannot be established, is that this crowd in Jn 
11.42 should not be understood as composed of both groups of people 
mentioned in Jn 11.45—46. 

103. Jn 11.42. 104. Le. the temple. 
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were under the Savior since they no longer wished in any 
way to preserve the confession that they were Jews. 

(87) Accordingly, since they preferred the service and 
the place and the preservation of the nation above all the 
things thought to be superior to these, they plotted against 
Jesus that they might not permit him to live. 

(88) And so, likewise, I think the phrase “this man,”'” was 
used to diminish his glory, for they also did not believe in 
what was said above about him being God, when they 
wished to stone him as though for blasphemy and said to 
him, “You, being a man, make yourself God.” At that time 
he answered in accordance with his own benevolence, 
teaching that everyone to whom the word of God was ad- 
dressed is called a god by God, and that the prophetic Scrip- 
ture that made this declaration cannot be broken and de- 
stroyed.'”’ 

(89) Now, it is possible from what is said by the Pharisees 
and chief priests to perceive both the inconsistency and the 
blindness of their evil. It was inconsistent because they bore 
witness to him that he had performed many signs, and yet 
they thought it possible to plot against the one who had per- 
formed such great signs as if he could do nothing on behalf 
of himself when plotted against. On the other hand, this 
very thing was no less blind, for it were better to be in the 
favor of one who performs many signs than [to be a part of] 
the plot of those who do not wish to permit him to live, un- 
less perhaps they thought that he performed signs while as- 
suming that they were not the result of divine power, so 
that, for this reason, he could not do all things, nor could 
he deliver himself from their plot. 

(go) They watched, therefore, so as not to let him live,” 
thinking because of this that they would be a hindrance to 
those believing in him, and to the Romans who were about 
to take away their place and nation. 

(91) But seeing that “the Lord brings to nought the 
counsels of nations, and rejects the designs of peoples,” no 


105. Jn 11.47. 106. Jn 10.33. 
107. Cf. Jn 10.34—35. 108. Cf. Jn 11.48. 
109. Cf. Ps 32.10. 


COMMENTARY ON JOHN, BOOK 28 313 


less did they not permit him [to live], but God raised him 
up and permitted him [to live], and all the nations served 
him,' and the Romans came and took away their place. 

(92) For where is that which they call a sanctuary? And 
they also took away the nation, casting them out of the 
place, and scarcely permitting them to be where they wish 
even in the Diaspora. 

(93) But if we must venture also into the anagogical 
meaning of the matters related to these words, we will say 
that the Gentiles received the place of those of the circumci- 
sion. “For by their transgression salvation has come to the 
Gentiles, to stir them to envy.” “Romans” was substituted 
for “Gentiles,” since those who are ruled were specified by 
those who ruled. 

(94) But the nation also was taken away by the Gentiles, 
for the people have become not a people,'” and those of Is- 
rael are no longer Israel, and the seed did not reach the 
point that they became children.'* It was because of Jesus’ 
many signs that these things occurred, and because the Fa- 
ther permitted him [to live], in that he was mightier than 
the plot of the chief priests and Pharisees who took counsel 
against him. 

(95) But the chief priests and all the physical worship 
among the Jews, and the Pharisees and all the teaching of 
the law according to the letter, plot against Jesus, the 
truth.'* The type, in order to exist, wishes to hinder the 
manifestation of the truth,'” just as the flesh lusts against 
the spirit for the same reason. 

(96) But because the spirit that lusts against the flesh is 
stronger, as also the true high priesthood of our Savior and 
his spiritual teaching, he destroys the council of the high 
priests and Pharisees who took counsel against him. 

(97) Now we must assume that these things are happen- 
ing now too, and that it is possible to see them in those who, 


110. Cf. Ps 71.11. 111. Cf. Rom 11.11. 

112. Cf. Hos 1.9; 1 Pt 2.10. 

113. Cf. Rom 9.6-8, and the discussion of Jn 8.37—39 in Book 20.2ff. 
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through the preservation of physical Judaism, wish to de- 
stroy the spiritual teaching of Christ. | 


But one of them, Caiphas, being the high priest that 
year said to them: You know nothing. Neither do you 
consider that it is expedient for us that one man should 
die for the people, and the whole nation not perish. But 
he did not say this of himself, but being the high priest 
of that year, he prophesied that Jesus was to die for 
the nation, and not only for the nation, but also to 
gather together into one the children of God who 
were dispersed. (John 11.49-52) 


Not All Who Prophesy Are Prophets 


(98) The fact that someone prophesies does not make 
that person a prophet.'” Caiphas, indeed, being high priest 
of that year, prophesied that Jesus was to die for the nation, 
and not only for the nation, but also to gather together into 
one the scattered children of God. He was by no means also 
a prophet. 

(99) And although Balaam prophesied the things record- 
ed in Numbers, when he said, “Whatever word God puts in 
my mouth, this I shall speak,” and spoke the words begin- 
ning with the statement, “He sent for me from Mesopo- 
tamia,” etc., it is clear that he was not a prophet, for it is 
recorded that he was a seer.'”° 

(100) If, therefore, someone is a prophet, he no doubt 
prophesies, but if someone prophesies he is not necessarily 
a prophet. 

(101) It is as if I should say something like this of any of 
the other virtues: If someone is just, he pursues justice; it by 
no means follows that if someone pursues justice, he is just. 

(102) You will understand this if you have given attention 


117. Cf. the shorter version of this chapter in Frag. 85, and the discus- 
sion in R. E. Heine, VC 40 (1986): 120-24. For the general theme, cf. Did. 
11.8. The Apostolic Constitutions 8.2 cites the example of Caiphas as proof 
that not everyone who prophecies is holy. 

118. Cf. Nm 22.38. 119. Nm 23.7. 
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to the statement, “You shall pursue justice justly,” unless 
“justly” has been affixed without meaning to the words, “You 
shall pursue justice.” For I think it is possible to pursue jus- 
tice, but not justly. For those also who do something that is 
proper in itself, let us say for the poor, to be glorified by 
men,'” have done something just; not, however, by reason of 
habitual justice, but from vanity. 

(103) Now, I think that analogous to “You shall pursue 
justice justly,”” one might say, “You shall pursue prudence 
prudently,’ and, ‘You shall pursue courage courageously,’ 
and, ‘You shall pursue wisdom wisely,’ and one might make 
similar statements concerning the other virtues. 

(104) Now, we have made these remarks to compare 
something similar to someone prophesying who is by no 
means a prophet. 

(105) I think this is why it is said repeatedly of the 
prophets in the prophecies, “Jeremias the prophet said,” 
and any other expression that may be similar to these words. 
Those who are knowledgeable about names say that the fact 
someone has done something pertaining to a physician, or 
has done something which contributes to health, does not 
make that person a physician. Nor does the fact that some- 
one has done something related to architecture make that 
person an architect. 

(106) Now, it is possible, on the basis of what is recorded 
about Caiphas when he prophesied about the Savior, to 
make clear that even a wicked soul is capable of prophesy- 
ing sometimes. 

(107) For the evangelists denounce the wickedness of 
Caiphas, who was high priest the year when our Savior 
brought the dispensation to its completion, when he suf- 
fered for man. For Matthew says, “Then one of the twelve, 
who was called Judas Iscariot, went to the chief priests and 
said, What are you willing to give me, and I will deliver him 
to your And they appointed him thirty pieces of silver.” 
And a little later Matthew says, “Behold Judas, one of the 


121. Dt 16.20. 122. Cf. Mt 6.2. 
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twelve, came, and with him a large crowd with swords and 
clubs, from the chief priests and elders of the people.” 

(108) We understand, therefore, that Caiphas also was 
among these chief priests, since testimony has been given 
that he was high priest of that year.” But later Matthew says 
clearly, “And those who had apprehended Jesus led him to 
Caiphas the high priest, where the scribes and elders were 
assembled.” 

(109) And after a few words he adds, “And the high 
priest and the council sought false witness against Jesus, that 
they might put him to death; and they did not find any, al- 
though many false witnesses came forward. But finally two 
came forward and said, This man said, I am able to destroy 
the temple of God and rebuild it in three days. And the 
high priest stood up and said to him, Have you no answer to 
the testimony these bring against you? But Jesus remained 
silent. And the high priest said to him, I adjure you by the 
living God that you tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of 
God. Jesus says to him, You have said it. But I say to you, 
hereafter you will see the Son of Man sitting on the right 
hand of the power and coming on the clouds of heaven. 
Then the high priest tore his robes saying, He has blas- 
phemed. What further need do-we have of witnesses? Be- 
hold, now you have heard the blasphemy. What do you 
think? And they answered and said, He deserves death.”!” 

(110) Then again after some other words, “And when he 
was accused by the chief priests and elders he answered 
nothing.” 

(111) And again a little later, “But the chief priests and 
elders persuaded the crowds that they should ask for Barab- 
bas and have Jesus put to death.” 

(112) Then, after the Resurrection of the Savior when 
Mary Magdalene and the other Mary were returning, “be- 


126. Mt 26.47. 
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hold some of the guard entered the city and reported to the 
chief priests all that had happened. And they assembled 
with the elders and took counsel and gave a large sum of 
money to the soldiers saying, Say that his disciples came at 
night and stole him while we were asleep. And if this should 
get to the governor, we will persuade him and keep you out 
of trouble.” 

(113) And Luke has recorded that “Satan entered Judas, 
called Iscariot, who was of the number of the twelve, and he 
went off and conferred with the chief priests and officers 
how he might deliver him to them.” Then after a few 
words, he says, “Jesus said to the chief priests and officers of 
the temple and the elders who came to him, Have you come 
out with swords and clubs as against a thief?” And after a 
few words, “They apprehended him and led him away and 
entered the house of the high priest.”’* And further after a 
few words, “The chief priests and scribes stood and accused 
him vehemently.” 

(114) And again after a few words, “When it was day, the 
elders of the people were assembled, and the chief priests 
and scribes, and they brought him into their council.” 

(115) Mark says that “Judas Iscariot, one of the twelve, 
went to the chief priests to betray him. And when they 
heard it they were glad and promised to give him money.” 
And after a few words, “While Jesus was still speaking, Judas 
Iscariot, one of the twelve, came, and with him a large 
crowd with swords and clubs, from the scribes and Pharisees 
and elders.” 

(116) And after a few words, “They brought Jesus to 
Caiphas the high priest, and all the chief priests and scribes 
and elders assembled.”'” 

(117) Then again after a few words, “The high priest 
stood up and asked Jesus saying, Have you no answer to 
what these men testify against you? But he remained silent 


132. Cf. Mt 28.11-14. 133. Cf. Lk 22.3—4. 
134. Cf. Lk 22.52. 135. Cf. Lk 22.54. 
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and made no reply. Again the high priest asked him a sec- 
ond time saying, Are you the Christ, the Son of the Blessed? 
And Jesus answered and said to him, You have said that I 
am, and you will see the Son of Man sitting on the right 
hand of the power, and coming with the clouds of heaven. 
And the high priest immediately tore his robes.”™ 

(118) Then, after a few words, “At daybreak the chief 
priests with the elders and the scribes, and the whole coun- 
cil, held a consultation, and bound Jesus and led him off to 
the courtyard, and delivered him to Pilate.”’” Then, after a 
few words, “The chief priests accused him of many things,” 
but he made no reply.” 

(119) And John says that “they led Jesus from Caiphas to 
the praetorium.”'” 

(120) We have set these words out more fully to prove the 
abundance of Caiphas’ evil through the numerous testi- 
monies of all the Gospels, and to show that although he 
contended against Jesus, none the less he prophesied. John 
has clearly taught us, therefore, that he prophesied. 


Does Everyone Who Prophesies Prophesy by the Holy Spint? 


(121) You will ask, no doubt, whether if someone proph- 
esies he prophesies by the Holy Spirit, even though some 
may think what is said has no pertinence to the investiga- 
tion. 

(122) But surely it is worthy of investigation, since David, 
after his sin against Urias, fearing that the Holy Spirit be 
taken from him, says, “Do not take your Holy Spirit from 
me.” And if someone accepts in addition the saying, “For 
the Holy Spirit of discipline will flee deceit, and will with- 
draw from foolish thoughts,” it will appear clearly to be 
proven that the Holy Spirit flees from the soul that has dealt 
treacherously, even if he was there previously before the de- 
ceit and sin. 


141. Cf. Mk 14.60-63. 142. Cf. Mk 15.1. 
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(123) Consequently, it is worthwhile to investigate the 
following question concerning the Holy Spirit. Can he also 
be in a sinful soul, so that one may say that if “no one can 
say Jesus is Lord except by the Holy Spirit,” and many of 
the sinful are disposed toward Jesus as toward the Lord, 
then the Holy Spirit is in these people, too? 

(124) And perhaps since those who sin after obtaining 
him would not obtain forgiveness, this is why it is said of 
those who have sinned in some way before [they obtained] 
the Holy Spirit, “Every sin and blasphemy shall be forgiven 
the sons of men,”’” but concerning those who have fallen 
after they obtained the Holy Spirit, “But he who has blas- 
phemed against the Holy Spirit has no forgiveness, neither 
in this age nor in the age to come.”!” 

(125) For he who sins when the Holy Spirit is present in 
his soul blasphemes against him who is present by his sinful 
deeds and words. 

(126) Now, someone will say that what has been recorded 
as follows in the Epistle to the Hebrews was said in reference 
to this. “For it is impossible to renew again to repentance 
those who were once illuminated, and who have tasted the 
heavenly gift and become partakers of the Holy Spirit, and 
who have tasted the good word of God and the powers of 
the age to come, and who have fallen away, since they cruci- 
fy to themselves the Son of God and make him a mock- 
ery.”’! For notice in these words the phrase, “who have be- 
come partakers of the Holy Spirit.” 

(127) But on the contrary, although Caiphas prophesied, 
the Holy Spirit, none the less, was not in him because it was 
said, “For the Spirit was not yet, because Jesus was not yet 
glorified.” 

(128) And if indeed the Spirit was not even in the apos- 
tles before Jesus was glorified, how much less was he in 
Caiphas? 

(129) But after the Savior arose “he breathed on” the dis- 

148. 1 Cor 12.3. 149. Cf. Mt 12.31; Mk 3.29. 
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ciples “and said to them, Receive the Holy Spirit,” etc.™ 
Someone will boldly apply, then, what will be said to the fact 
that Caiphas did not prophesy from the Holy Spirit. And 
likewise, therefore, he will say that evil spirits, too, can bear 
witness to Jesus and prophesy of him or bear witness to him, 
as that spirit which said, “We know who you are, the holy 
one of God.” And there were those, too, who exhorted 
him that he not command them to depart into the abyss, 
and said, “Have you come to destroy us?”!” 

(130) The following words have also been written in the 
Acts of the Apostles, “And it came to pass as we went to 
prayer, a certain girl having a spirit of Python met us, who 
brought her masters much gain by divining. She followed 
Paul and us, and cried out saying, These men are servants of 
the most high God who preach to you the way of salva- 
tion.” 

(131) He, therefore, who makes use of these words will 
say that the word of the Python falls short of prophecy in no 
way, since it bears witness to the apostles, and urges that 
those who hear them believe in the way of salvation that is 
being preached. 

(132) And since we also cited the words of Balaam, see if 
it can also be said of him that he did not speak from God, 
but from an angel. For it says, “The angel of God stood in 
the way to divert him. And he had mounted his ass, and his 
two servants were with him. And the ass saw the angel of 
God set against it in the way, and his sword drawn in his 
hand, and the ass turned aside from the way and went into 
the field. And Balaam struck the ass with his rod to direct it 
in the way, and the angel of God stood in the ruts of the 
vineyards with a wall on each side.” 

(133) Then after a few words, “When the ass saw the 
angel of God it settled down under Balaam.”'* And again 
after a few words, “The angel of God said to him: Why did 
you strike your ass this third time? And behold I have come 


153. Jn 20.22. 154. Cf. Mk 1.24. 
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to withstand you, because your way is perverse and contrary 
to me; and when the ass saw me she turned aside from me 
this third time; and if she had not turned aside from me 
now I would have slain you and preserved her. And Balaam 
said to the angel: Lord, I have sinned, for I did not know 
that you stood against me to meet me in the way; and now if 
it does not please you, I will turn back. And the angel of 
God said to Balaam: Go with the men; but the word that I 
speak to you, take care that you speak this.” 

(134) For observe that it is an angel who says, “The word 
that I speak to you, take care that you speak this.” 

(135) But you will say that a little later “God appeared to 
Balaam and Balaam said to him, I have erected seven altars, 
and I have placed a calf and a ram upon the altar. And God 
put a word in Balaam’s mouth and said: Return to Balac, 
and thus you shall speak.” 

(136) But notice also how both statements are true, both 
what is said by the angel in the words, “The word that I 
speak to you, take care that you speak this,” and what is re- 
lated by the Scripture, that “God put a word in Balaam’s 
mouth and said.” 

(137) But we marked the words, “The spirit of God came 
upon him,” with an obelus, because we found neither that 
statement nor anything resembling it in the other transla- 
tions. 

(138) And again, in turn, after a few words the Scripture 
says, “God met Balaam and put a word in his mouth and 
said, Return to Balac, and you shall say these things.”™ 

(139) Now, he who ventures into all these matters will say 
that it has also been said in the case of Saul, “An evil spirit of 
God troubled him.”’® But in addition, a false spirit came 
forth and was in the mouth of all the prophets of Achab, 
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when the Lord said, “Who will deceive Achab?”'® And a false 
spirit came forth and said, “I will deceive him. ”™® 

(140) Let these matters, then, be investigated in these 
passages, if anyone is able to consider for himself the things 
that are in conformity with the words quoted about how 
Caiphas prophesied. But perhaps we must also say the fol- 
lowing in regard to his prophecy. Since he was not holy, al- 
though he prophesied, [yet he did not prophesy by the Holy 
Spirit]. 


How Caiphas Prophesied 


(141) But just as how Caiphas prophesied is worthy of in- 
vestigation, so you will also investigate how the messengers 
of Saul prophesied when they were sent to David, and after 
them, Saul, in the First Book of Kings. 

(142) For it has been written, “And it was told to Saul say- 
ing, Behold David is in Anoth in Ramatha. And Saul sent 
messengers to take David, and they saw the company of the 
prophets, and Samuel presided over them. 

(143) “And a spirit of the Lord came upon the messen- 
gers of Saul, and they also prophesied. And it was reported 
to Saul, and he sent other messengers and they also prophe- 
sied. 

(144) “And Saul became very angry, and went to Armath- 
aim, and came as far as the great well that is also on the way 
to Sophein, and he asked and said, Where are Samuel and 
David? And they said, Behold at Anoth Ramatha. 

(145) “And he went from there to Anoth Ramatha. And a 
spirit of God came upon him, and he went, walking and 
prophesying, until he came to Anoth Ramatha. And he 
stripped off his garments and prophesied before Samuel, 
and he fell down naked all that day and all night. Because of 
this they said, Is Saul also among the prophets?” 

(146) Now, I think these things must also be cited in 
order to reveal how sinners prophesy, and whether they 
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prophesy by the Holy Spirit, or from some other power that 
is not false in so far, at least, as it bears witness to the truth. 

(147) Moreover, in the First Book of Kings, the diviners 
of the idols are found pointing out things about the ark, 
and that whenever cows that have given birth to their first- 
born go the way of Jesus of Bethsames they indicate that the 
plague on the Philistines has come from God.'® 

(148) Nor must we pass over in silence the things about 
the divining spirit and Samuel in these passages, from which 
Saul learned that on the next day he would be destroyed to- 
gether with his sons.'” 

(149) He who is able to make a distinction concerning 
differing powers, I mean inferior and superior powers and 
those in between too, should there be such, will see the pre- 
cision concerning these matters in these passages. 

(150) Moreover, the one who wants Caiphas to have 
prophesied from an inferior power will say that it is not 
strange that an evil power has made these remarks, since in- 
deed even the devil, in the words the evangelists have 
recorded that he addressed to the Lord, is found not to be 
completely ignorant of the fact that Jesus is the Son of God. 

(151) Now, the same person will also say that there is 
some evil set forth by the power that causes these things to 
be prophesied of the Savior. For the goal of this power was 
not to make the hearers believe, but to provoke the chief 
priests and Pharisees in the council against Jesus, that they 
might kill him. This was not to act in accordance with the 
Holy Spirit. 

(152) For consider if either Caiphas or that which in- 
spired him to prophesy does not want to incite the hearers 
to kill Jesus through the words, “You neither know, nor do 
you consider that it is expedient for us that one man should 
die for the people, and the whole nation not perish.”"” 

(153) Indeed, is he who says, “It is expedient for us,” 
which was part of his prophecy, telling the truth or lying? 
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For if he is telling the truth, then Caiphas and those who 
struggled against Jesus in the council are saved, since Jesus 
died for the people, and they obtain that which is expedi- 
ent. But if it is absurd to declare that Caiphas and those in 
the council against Jesus are saved, and that they obtained 
that which was expedient when Jesus died, it is clear that it 
was not the Holy Spirit which inspired these words to be 
spoken, for the Holy Spirit does not lie. 

(154) But the one who wishes that which inspires 
Caiphas to be speaking the truth even in this—I mean when 
he declares, “It is expedient for us that one man should die 
for the people”’—will understand the words, “it is expedient 
for us,” in a deeper sense because of the statement about 
the goal. He will make use of the words, “that by the grace 
of God (or, apart from God) he might taste death for all,”"” 
and he will give attention to the words, “for all,” and to the 
words, “apart from God for all.”"” 

(155) He will also use the statement, “Who is the Savior 
of all men, especially of the faithful.”"* And because this is 
“the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world,”'” he 
understands in a particular way the words “to take away the 
sin of the world,” and not of a part of it. 

(156) But he who says that the statement, “It is expedient 
for us that one man should die,”” is true, will also say that 
everything in the passage is a true prophecy, beginning with 
the clause, “You know nothing,”'” for the Pharisees and 
chief priests who did not recognize Jesus, who is Truth,’ 
Wisdom, Justice,'” and Peace (“for he is our peace”), knew 
nothing. 
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“The Lamb of God, Who Takes Away the Sins of the World” 


(157) But also these who knew nothing did not consider 
in what manner it was expedient even for them that this one 
man, insofar as he is man, should die for the people, for 
Jesus is a man when he dies. 

(158) Wherefore also he himself says, “But now you seek 
to kill me, a man who has spoken the truth.”™ 

(159) And since he who dies is a man, but the truth, and 
wisdom, and peace, and justice, and him of whom it is writ- 
ten, “The Word was God,” were not man, the Word which 
was God, and the truth, and wisdom, and justice did not die, 
for the Image of the invisible God, the Firstborn of all cre- 
ation'® does not admit of death. 

(160) But this man, the purest of all living creatures, died 
for the people. He took away our sins and infirmities," 
since he was able, by taking up all the sin of the whole world 
into himself, to bring it to nought, and destroy and obliter- 
ate it, because he committed no sin, nor was guile found in 
his mouth, nor did he know sin.'® 

(161) And I think that it is in accordance with this too 
that Paul has said, “Him who knew no sin, he has made sin 
for us, that we might become the justice of God in him.” 
For he made him to be sin who did not know sin, so that he 
who had sinned in no respect has taken up the sins of all, 
even if one must dare to say that he, much more than his 
apostles who said, “We have become as the refuse of the 
world, and the offscouring of all until now,”*’ has become 
the refuse of the world and the offscouring of all. 

(162) Now, there are many Greek and barbarian stories 
in circulation concerning the solution of certain grievous 
things that frequently prevail among the human race, such 
as plagues, or harmful cessations of the winds, or famines. 
Such things are solved when the evil spirit that causes them 
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is rendered impotent, as it were, because someone gives 
himself for the common good. The Greeks and barbarians 
do not disown or reject the concept of such a person. This is 
not the time to examine whether such things are true or 
not. 

(163) But never yet has a story been told of one who was 
able to take responsibility for purification on behalf of the 
whole universe,’ that the whole universe might be 
cleansed, since it would perish had he not taken responsibil- 
ity to die on its behalf. Nor can such a story be told, since 
Jesus alone has been able to take up into himself on the 
cross the burden of the sin of all on behalf of the whole uni- 
verse’® apart from God,'” and to bear it in his great 
strength. 

(164) And in fact, he alone knew how to bear infirmity, as 
the prophet Isaias says, “Who was a man with a wound, and 
who knew how to bear infirmity. ”"! 

(165) And this man indeed took our sins and has borne 
infirmity because of our iniquities, and the chastisement 
due us has come upon him, that we might be disciplined 
and regain peace.’” 

(166) For this is the way I understand the statement, 
“The chastisement of our peace was upon him.” And per- 
haps also, since “by his bruise we were healed,”'* we who 
were healed by the bruise of the cross that came to him may 
say, “May I never boast except in the cross of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, by whom the world has been crucified to me and I to 
the world.”’* The Father delivered this Jesus for our sins, 
and because of them, “he was lead as a sheep to slaughter, 
and was dumb, as a lamb before its shearer. ”!® 


188. KOoLOc. Origen is using this word in its broadest possible sense, to 
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(167) In his humility, in regard to which “he humbled 
himself and became obedient unto death, even the death of 
the cross,”” his judgment was taken away. For this is the way 
I understand the statement, “In humility his judgment was 
taken away,” since the next’” words are, “In humility his 
judgment was taken away.” And he was led to death because 
of the iniquities of the people of God. 

(168) This man died, then, for the people, and for this 
reason the whole nation did not perish. 

(169) And consider if you can take the name “people” in 
reference to those of the circumcision, and the name “na- 
tion” in reference to the rest.”” 

(170) For this man died not only for the people, but also 
that the whole nation might not perish, as if he had said 
that the designated nation and all the Gentiles would per- 
ish. 

(171) Next, after this is the statement, “He did not say 
this of himself.” I think we learn from this that we men say 
some things of ourselves, there being no power that inspires 
us to speak, but there are other things that we say when 
some power prompts us, as it were, and dictates what we say, 
even if we do not fall completely into a trance and lose full 
possession of our own faculties, but seem to understand 
what we say.™ 

(172) Now, it is possible for us, while we understand what 
we say on our own, not to understand the meaning of the 
words that are spoken, just as now Caiphas the high priest 
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did not speak of himself, and did not understand the mean- 
ing of what he said, since a prophecy was spoken. 

(173) In Paul, too, there are certain teachers of the law 
“who understand neither the things they say, nor whereof 
they affirm.”” 

(174) But such is not the wise man of whom Solomon 
says in Proverbs, “A wise man will understand the words 
from his own mouth, and on his lips he will bear pru- 
dence.” 

(175) Now, it seems to me that fortuitous circumstance 
also is sometimes the cause of prophesying, as is true in the 
present case of Caiphas. He was high priest of that year [in 
which] Jesus was to die for the people that the whole nation 
might not perish. For although others were high priests, as 
is clear from what we presented previously, no one prophe- 
sies except the high priest of the year in which Jesus was to 
suffer. 

(176) And it was fortuitous circumstance that caused the 
messengers of Saul to prophesy when they were sent to 
David, along with Saul himself.’ For it is as if the fact that 
they were seeking David became the cause of their prophe- 
cy, such as it was, as has been recorded. 

(177) But Balaam too would not have taken up his para- 
ble and said, “He summoned me from Mesopotamia,”” etc., 
had he not seen Israel encamped.” And every time he sees 
another part of the encampment, he is moved by the new- 
ness of what he sees to speak about Israel. 

(178) Jesus, then, was to die for the nation that was other 
than the scattered children of God, as is clear from the state- 
ment, “Jesus was to die not only for the nation, but also to 
gather together in one the scattered children of God.”” 
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The Scattered Children of God 


(179) Now is the appropriate time to investigate who the 
scattered children of God in addition to the nation were. 
Now, concerning these matters, those who introduce [the 
doctrine of] the natures, since they do not judge all things 
spiritually, will say that the children of God are those who 
are, according to their view, spiritual. For it follows to say to 
those who think that there are natures, that they even un- 
derstand the spiritual ones contrary to the meaning of the 
Apostle who teaches that “the spiritual man judges all things 
and is judged by no one.””” 

(180) Consequently, the one who does not judge all 
things either is not spiritual, or is not yet spiritual. 

(181) But also, since the spiritual man is judged by no 
one, if someone is judged by someone he either is not spiri- 
tual, or is not yet spiritual. 

(182) Perhaps, then, it is better to say that someone who 
was not formerly spiritual becomes spiritual who is now also 
a son of God in the proper sense. 

(183) It is time, therefore, to see who those now called 
children of God are, if they are not those who are “spiritual” 
in the view of those who introduce [the doctrine of] the na- 
tures. See if you can conceive of the scattered children of 
God who are other than the nation as those who were al- 
ready righteous in God when these words were spoken, 
being either the patriarchs, or the prophets, or some other 
elect people of God who had previously died, or even those 
who were already healthy at that time. For he speaks as fol- 
lows of those who are healthy and are not sick, “The healthy 
have no need of a physician, but those who are sick,”*” and 
in the same way he says of those who are just, “I have not 
come to call the just, but sinners, to repentance.”*” 

(184) Jesus, therefore, was to die for the nation, that it 
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might not perish, but on the other hand, for the children of 
God who were in dispersion, that they might be gathered to- 
gether into on[e,”’ and in him] there might be one flock, 
one shepherd,”” at which time, I think, the Savior’s prayer is 
fulfilled, when he says, “As you and I are one, that they also 
may be one in us.”*” 

(185) And is there anything more profound to say of Is- 
rael, not of nature, but of race, of whom it was written, “Is- 
rael is my firstborn son,”™* when Israel was in dispersion? 
You yourself will also understand that these are the scattered 
children of God for whom Jesus was to die in order to gath- 
er them together into one. 


From that day, therefore, they took counsel together 
to kill him. (John 11.53) 


From What Sort of Spirit Caiphas Prophesied 

(186) After Caiphas [spoke] the words previously ex- 
pounded, the chief priests and the Pharisees gathered the 
council together and plotted what they were to do to our 
Savior. Spurred on by his words, they took counsel together 
to kill the Lord. 

(187) For this reason you will inquire from what sort of 
spirit Caiphas prophesied that Jesus was to die for the na- 
tion, and whether the Holy Spirit was at work in such a man 
and became the cause of the plot against Jesus, or whether it 
was not, then, the Holy Spirit, but another which was able 
both to speak in the impious man and to move those like 
him against Jesus. None the less, he also perceived some- 
thing in relation to Jesus, as we examined earlier according 
to our ability. 

(188) The person, then, who wishes to defend the Holy 
Spirit, since he appears to have been the reason the chief 
priests and Pharisees, moved by the words of Caiphas, took 
counsel together to kill Jesus, says that such a thing is not 
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COMMENTARY ON JOHN, BOOK 28 331 


foreign to holiness, since neither did Jesus act in a manner 
unworthy of himself when he came “to cause the falling and 
rising of many in Israel,”*’ and declared, “I have come into 
this world for judgment, that those who do not see may see, 
and those who see may become blind.”*” 

(189) For as we lack a word of wisdom’” to defend how 
he who confesses that he came into this world for judgment 
has not acted in a manner unworthy of himself, so also [we 
lack such a word to defend] the fact that the chief priests 
and Pharisees took counsel together to kill Jesus in accor- 
dance with the words of the Holy Spirit spoken through 
Caiphas. 

(190) On the one hand, then, concerning the statement, 
“I have come into this world for judgment,”** we have said 
as much as we can in the commentaries on the passage.’ 
But let the following comments be made concerning the 
statement now before us. Just as those who deliberately put 
the worst construction on things misrepresent the holy 
meaning of the Scriptures, a meaning spoken for the bene- 
fit of those who seek to be benefitted by it, so that there ap- 
pear even to be occasions for the fabrication of the impious 
teaching of those who prattle about injustice in regard to 
the Most High,” so the Pharisees and the chief priests, be- 
cause they did not understand correctly the prophecy about 
our Savior that Caiphas spoke—a prophecy that is true in 
that it is better for us that one man die for the people and 
the whole nation not perish— but thought the meaning 
and intention of his counsel was something else, took coun- 
sel together from that day to kill Jesus. 

(191) Now, I say these things in conformity with the in- 
terpretation that it was the Holy Spirit who prophesied 
through Caiphas. I do not in the least maintain that this was 
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the case, but leave it to the readers to decide what one must 
recognize as correct concerning Caiphas, and the fact that 
he has been moved by the Spirit.” 


Jesus, therefore, no longer walked openly among 
the Jews, but went into a country near the desert, into 
a city called Ephrem, and there he remained with his 

disciples. (John 11.54) 


Jesus’ Withdrawal 


(192) I think that these words and those like them have 
been recorded because the Word wishes to turn us back 
from rushing too hastily and irrationally to struggle unto 
death on behalf of the truth” and to suffer martyrdom. 

(193) For, on the one hand, it is right not to shun the 
confession nor to hesitate to die for the truth if one has 
been caught in the struggle about confessing Jesus. 

(194) But, on the other hand, it is no less right also not 
to provide an opportunity for such a great trial, but to avoid 
it by every means, not only because the outcome of such an 
act is unclear to us, but also so that we may not be responsi- 
ble for causing those who would not, in actual fact, have be- 
come guilty of pouring out our blood, to have become more 
sinful and impious [by doing so], if we act in our own inter- 
est and take no thought for those who plot against us unto 
death. These people will experience greater and more seri- 
ous punishment because of us, if we are self-centered and 
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do not consider the things of others,’ and deliver ourselves 
to be killed when this necessity has not overtaken us.”* 

(195) For if indeed he, too, who has caused someone to 
sin by having impelled the sinner to it shall himself pay the 
penalty for those who sinned in some way because of him- 
self, how will he not also give an account of that man’s sin, 
when he could have avoided it so that such a one might not 
have become a traitor against Christianity and an enemy of 
the religion according to Jesus, when he did not avoid it, 
but even provoked it? [And will not this be true] even if he 
be worthy of ever so much honor and acceptance for his ea- 
gerness to suffer martyrdom and his courage in relation to it 
in order that God might be worshipped and the Savior be 
confessed by him? 

(196) But the Scripture that says, “They were seeking, 
therefore, to arrest him, and no one laid a hand on him, be- 
cause his hour had not yet come,”” will prove that such 
things have been written for our sake, that we, having Jesus 
as an example, might also become imitators of him in such 
matters. 

(197) For since, according to this saying, no one laid a 
hand on him because his hour had not yet come although 
he was present and did not flee, so also he? would not have 
been arrested had he remained?” without withdrawing at 
this time when his hour was not yet at hand. 

(198) For this reason, we must heed not only the words, 
“If they persecute you in this city, flee to another, ” etc., but 
also the fact that when the chief priests and Pharisees took 
counsel together to kill Jesus, 

(199) he prudently walked openly no longer among the 
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Jews, nor did he withdraw into another city filled with 
crowds, but withdrew into some obscure city. 

(200) For it has been written, “Jesus, therefore, no longer 
walked openly among the Jews, but he went from there into 
the country near the desert, into a city called Ephrem.” 

(201) And he did not go there alone, indeed, but so as to 
give no opportunity to those seeking him, he also took his 
disciples with him, and “there he remained with his disci- 
ples.” 

(202) Such is also what is written in the Gospel according 
to Matthew, when “Jesus had heard that John was delivered 
up, he withdrew into Galilee, and left Nazareth, and came 
and dwelt in Capharnaum on the sea coast, in the borders 
of Zabulon and Nephthalim.”” Also at the time he antici- 
pated that he would be arrested he watched that he not suf- 
fer this by himself, nor be found in Jerusalem or in the tem- 
ple where he frequently taught, or in any other such place, 
“for he went forth with his disciples over the brook Cedron, 
where there was a garden into which he and his disciples en- 
tered.” 

(203) And so he withdrew at that point of time and was 
not in public, so that the chief priests and Pharisees needed 
Judas when they wished to arrest him, who, because he was 
his disciple, inquired into the places of his retreat. 

(204) Wherefore at that time “Judas took a band of sol- 
diers and servants from the chief priests and Pharisees and 
went there with torches and lanterns and weapons.””! 

(205) Now in this passage of the Gospel it is made clear 
that if he had wished not to be captured, he would not have 
been restrained. He was restrained, however, because he 
humbled himself and became obedient to those restraining 
him, even to the cross.?” 

(206) When, therefore, he went forth and said to those 
who entered the garden, “Whom do you seek? They an- 
swered him, Jesus of Nazareth.”* And when “he said to 
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them, I am he, they went backward and fell to the 
ground.” ** 

(207) After that, because he wished to take upon himself 
the dispensation in suffering, he asked them again, “Whom 
do you seek? And they said, Jesus of Nazareth.” 

(208) And after a few words, “the band of soldiers and 
the tribune and the servants of the Jews arrested Jesus,” 
since he was willing, “and bound him,”** when he delivered 
himself to the bonds. For if he had not wished to suffer, he 
would have said again, “I am he,” and so great a crowd 
would have fallen back, and all would have fallen to the 
ground.” 

(209) Now, in the same way that he teaches us through 
such things to withdraw in persecutions and plots against us, 
so in others you would find him withdrawing also from 
things the world holds to be good, so that through these ex- 

amples, too, he might teach us to flee honors and positions 
of superiority in the world. 

(210) For once, when Jesus “knew that they would come 
and take him by force to make him king, he withdrew into 
the mountain,” not, however, with the disciples, but alone. 
He did not present an opportunity even to those who loved 
him and would wish, along with those wanting to make him 
king, that he might now become their king in a worldly 
sense as well. 


Salvation Has Come to the Gentiles 


(211) These remarks have been made concerning the lit- 
eral sense and the teaching of the letter of the Gospel about 
withdrawal. The following comments might be made con- 
cerning the anagogical meaning. Long ago Jesus walked 
boldly among the Jews when the Word of God dwelt among 
them through prophets. For “thus says the Lord” was Jesus’ 
boldness. But now Jesus no longer walks boldly among the 
Jews, but has departed from there, and the Word of God is 
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not among the Jews. And when he departed from there 
(now I mean from the Jews), he entered the country near 
the desert?” of which it is said, “Many are the children of the 
desolate, more than of her who has a husband,”*” to whom 
it is also said, “Rejoice, O barren one, who does not give 
birth; sing forth and shout, you who do not suffer birth 
pangs. °°” 

(212) The city near the desert, which Jesus entered when 
he no longer walked boldly among the Jews, is Ephrem. 

(213) Now Ephrem means “fruitfulness.”” He was the 
brother of Manasses, the elder of the people “from forget- 
fulness. ””® 

(214) For after the people “from forgetfulness” have 
been left behind, the fruitfulness of the Gentiles has come 
about, when God “turned” the rivers in Israel “into a desert, 
and the sources of the waters” there “into dry ground” and 
“their fruitful land into barrenness, for the wickedness of 
those who dwell in it.” But he “turned the desert” from the 
Gentiles “into pools of waters,” and “their dry land into 
sources of waters. 

(215) And he has placed there the hungry, and they 
made a city for their habitation,” the Church.** There he 
sowed fields, according to the seed that fell upon the beauti- 
ful and good ground and produced a hundredfold, and he 
planted vineyards, for the Lord’s disciples are branches, 
which also “yielded fruit of produce, and he blessed them 
and they were multiplied exceedingly.” 

(216) But the Lord who saves men and beasts’ did not 
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even consider those who were more irrational among them 
to be insignificant, for it has been written, “And he did not 
diminish their cattle.”* 

(217) And the Jews “were diminished and afflicted by the 
oppression of evils and sorrow, and contempt was poured 
forth upon those who,” because of Abraham, “were princes, 
and he made them wander in a place that was untravelled 
and out of the way. ”™”® 

(218) But after those people, God “helped the poor peo- 
ple from the Gentiles out of poverty, and he established his 
family like a flock of sheep whom the upright angels will see 
and rejoice at, and all iniquity shall stop her mouth.”” 

(219) And there is added to these words that are prophe- 
sied mystically in the one-hundred-sixth Psalm, “Who is 
wise, and will keep these words, and they will understand 
the mercies of the Lord?”?! 

(220) For since the Lord is merciful to those from the 
Gentiles, the wise man will keep these words because he has 
understood the mercies of the Lord. 

(221) “Jesus,” therefore, “no longer walks openly among 
the Jews, but has departed from there into the country” of 
the whole world, “near the desert” of the Church, “into the 
city which is called Ephrem,” that is, “fruitful,” “and there 
he has remained with his disciples.” 

(222) And to this moment, Jesus is with his disciples near 
the desert in the city called Ephrem, for he is present in 
“fruitfulness.” 

(223) And at the birth, indeed, of this Ephrem, our 
Lord, magistrate of the grain,” who begot him, who hum- 
bled himself and became obedient unto death, even death 
of the cross,” might say, “God increased me in the land of 
my humility.”*” 
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And the Pasch of the Jews was at hand: and many of 
the Jews from the country went up to Jerusalem 
before the Pasch to purify themselves. They sought 
Jesus, therefore, and talked with one another, standing 
in the temple: What do you think? Is he likely to come 
to the feast? (John 11.55-56) 


The Pasch of the Lord and the Pasch of the Jews 

(224) We must not think that the Pasch of the Lord and 
the Pasch of the Jews are the same.” For the one, according 
to the law, is the Pasch of the Lord, but the other is the 
Pasch of the lawless Jews. 

(225) For this reason we must carefully observe when it is 
the Pasch of the Lord, and other days of the Lord that are 
mentioned, and when these are not of the Lord but of those 
who are rebuked for their sins. 

(226) For example, it is written in Exodus following some 
other words related to the first commandment about the 
Pasch, “And you shall eat it with haste; it is the Pasch of the 
Lord.”° And according to the second commandment, “If 
your sons say to you, What is this service to you? And you 
shall say, This sacrifice is the Pasch of the Lord, when he vis- 
ited the houses of the sons of Israel in Egypt.””*’ 

(227) But, on the other hand, the Lord says in Isaias that 
the new moons and Sabbaths and fasting and Sabbath rest 
and feasts are not his, but belong to those who sin.” 

(228) And if [this is so] in regard to the feasts, it is clear 
that [it is so] also in regard to the Pasch, for it is one of the 
feasts. And it is written as follows, “I will not abide your new 
moons, and your Sabbaths, and your great day; my soul 
hates [your] fasting and Sabbath rest, and your new moons, 
and your feasts.””? And in one of the twelve [prophets] it is 
written, “I have hated, I have rejected your feasts.” 

(229) According to the passage being expounded, more- 
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over, it was not the Pasch of the Lord, but of the Jews; for 
plots were made against our Savior during it. 

(230) This is why I think the following words were ad- 
dressed to them prophetically in respect to their Pasch, “I 
have hated, I have rejected your feasts,”** for it was not a 
work of God’s feast, but a polluted work that they per- 
formed when they killed Jesus during the Pasch. 

(231) But before this Pasch of the Jews many from the 
country went up to Jerusalem to purify themselves.” 

(232) Now, in anticipation I would say that the many 
did not understand how they might purify themselves. 
Wherefore, supposing that their Pasch offered service to 
God, they had so great a need to purify themselves, because 
they would become more polluted than they were before 
they purified themselves. For the Jews who delivered Jesus 
to Pilate said to him, “It is not lawful for us to kill anyone. ”*® 
Because of these men Pilate said to the Savior, “Am I a Jew? 
Your own nation, and the chief priests have delivered you to 
me. 264 

(232) And those indeed who said they had gone up to 
purify themselves cried out, saying to Pilate, “Do not release 
this man, but Barabbas. Now Barabbas was a robber. ””® 

(234) And again, “The Jews answered, We have a law, and 
according to the law he ought to die, because he made him- 
self Son of God.” And again, “The Jews cried out, saying to 
Pilate, If you release this man, you are not Caesar’s friend; 
everyone who makes himself a king speaks against Caesar.” 
And again, “The Jews cried out, Away with him, away with 
him; crucify him.”** 

(235) And those who had gone up before the Pasch to 
purify themselves*® said during the Pasch itself, “We have no 
king but Caesar.” And that which the Savior said to the dis- 
ciples when he prophesied and said, “The hour is coming 
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when everyone who kills you will think he offers service to 
God,”?” has been fulfilled, beginning with himself. 

(236) For those who thought he deserved to die thought 
they were offering service to God, and they had gone up to 
Jerusalem before the Pasch to purify themselves. 

(237) But the true purification was not before the Pasch 
but during the Pasch, when Jesus died as the Lamb of God 
for those who were purifying themselves, and took away the 
sin of the world.*” 

(298) These Jews were seeking Jesus, not to be benefit- 
ted, but to kill him. He might have said to them, “But now 
you seek to kill me, a man who has spoken the truth to you, 
which I have heard from God.”” 

(299) And they stood in the temple itself and said to one 
another of Jesus, “What do you think? Is he likely to come to 
the feast?” 

(240) But Jesus did not feast where these had stood, but 
in the large upper room that had been swept and put in 
order, where with desire he had desired to eat the Pasch 
with his disciples before he suffered.” 

(241) But you may say that even now they stand in the 
temple seeking Jesus, relying thus on the sacred Scriptures, 
but because they have not known the one who has come, 
they seek to revile him, and to confess another than him to 
be the Christ.’” 

(242) But consider if you can also say that other Jews go 
up to Jerusalem and enter the city of God from the country 
outside Jerusalem, and that these come that they may purify 
themselves, so that when Christ, the Pasch, is sacrificed, they 
can feast not “with the old leaven, nor with the leaven of evil 
and wickedness, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity 
and truth.”?” 

(243) And such people indeed will seek Jesus as they 
stand in the temple of the Scriptures and question one an- 
other if Jesus will come to the feast. 
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And the chief priests and Pharisees had given 
commands that if anyone knew him, where he was, 
he should reveal it, that they might arrest him. 


(John 11.57) 
Those Who Plot against Jesus Do Not Know Where He Is 


(244) Observe how it has been testified that he has with- 
drawn, that we too might know to do such at the proper 
time. And notice indeed that neither the chief priests nor 
the Pharisees knew where he was, and because they did not 
know, they gave commands that if anyone should know 
where he was, he should reveal it to them and they would 
seize him. 

(245) But you will say in addition that those who plot 
against Jesus do not know where he is. 

(246) This is why they give commands that are other 
than those of God, “teaching as doctrines the command- 
ments of men.” 

(247) And the commands [which] the Pharisees and the 
chief priests, who belong to the corporeal Jews, give are 
against Jesus, for they want certain ones to make Jesus 
known to them that they may get him in their power and de- 
liver him up. 

(248) You will also say that everyone who diligently inves- 
tigates the matters concerning Christianity to refute it and 
accuse it is a Pharisee, and not a good high priest. He is one 
who gives commands of other words by which he thinks he 
will teach himself the things concerning Jesus, so that when 
Jesus has become known to him, he may arrest him, and in- 
sult him and kill him. 

(249) But indeed since the twenty-eighth volume of the 
commentaries on the Gospel according to John has reached 
a suitable stopping point, let us conclude its explanation. 
We will begin the explanation of what follows in the twenty- 
ninth volume, if God grants. 
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eos) INCE WE are being prosperously guided by God 
j| through Jesus Christ, let us continue walking the 
great way of the Gospel, which is also a living way for 
us,' if we may both? know and travel it so that we come even 
to its end. 

(2) Now, however, let us attempt to set foot on the thirty- 
second encampment, as it were, among the things that will 
be said. And may the pillar of the shining cloud of Jesus be 
present with us, leading us forward when that is necessary, 
and stopping when that is necessary,’ until we go completely 
through the whole Gospel also in our dictation of the mat- 
ters related to the Gospel, holy brother Ambrose [and] man 
[of God],‘ neither losing heart from the length of the jour- 
ney, nor growing weary because of our weakness, but en- 
deavoring to walk in the tracks of the pillar of truth.’ 

(3) But God himself would know whether or not he is 
willing that our mind, through our dictations, complete the 
journey of Scripture through the whole Gospel according to 
John. 

(4) May it be only that we, whether at home in the body 
or absent from it and at home with the Lord,’ not walk out- 
side the gospel, so that we too may enjoy the works and 
words that bring blessings in God’s delightful paradise.’ 


1. Cf. Jn 14.6. 

2.€l Kat here does not express concession, as is usually the case. The 
construction here is kat... Kai (both ... and), joining the two verbs. 

3. Cf. Ex 14.19-20. 

4. Cf. 1 Tm 6.11. 

5. Cf. 1 Tm 3.15. 

6. Cf. 2 Cor 5.6, 8. 

7. Cf. Jn 13.17; Rv 2.7. 
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And during supper, the devil having already put into 
the heart of Judas Iscariot, the son of Simon, to betray 
him, knowing that the Father had given all things into 

his hands, and that he came from God, and goes to God, 
he rises from supper, and lays aside his garments, and 
having taken a towel, he girded himself. Then he put 
water into a basin and began to wash the disciples’ feet 
and to wipe them with the towel with which he had 
girded himself. (John 13.2-5) 


The Washing of the Disciples’ Feet 


(5) In the homilies on the Gospel according to Luke, we 
compared the parables with one another, and asked what 
“breakfast” means according to the divine Scriptures, and 
what “supper” represents according to them.° 

(6) And now, therefore, let it be said that breakfast is the 
first nourishment, which is suited for catechumens, and pre- 
cedes the completion of the spiritual day in this life. Supper, 
on the other hand, is the final nourishment, and is served 
to those who have already advanced further in their under- 
standing. 

(7) Someone might also explain it differently and say 
that breakfast refers to the meaning of the Old Scriptures, 
but supper refers to the mysteries which have been hidden 
in the New Testament. 

(8) But these remarks have been made as a preface to ex- 


8. While we have 39 homilies of Origen on Luke in the Latin transla- 
tion of Jerome, the comparison to which Origen refers is not among them. 
Since the term “supper” (S€imvov) occurs only in Lk 14.12, Lk 14.16-24 
(3 times), the parable of the Great Supper, and once in Lk 20.46, which is 
not a parable, and the term “breakfast” (&piotov) occurs only in Lk 11.38 
and 14.12 in that Gospel, it appears most likely that the discussion to 
which Origen alludes here was in a homily on Lk 14. The homilies pre- 
served in Jerome’s translation skip from Lk 12 (Hom. 35) to Lk 17 (Hom. 
36). The Greek fragments 211 and 212 on Luke deal with Lk 14.16 and 
14.18-20, but contain no investigation of the significance of the words 
“breakfast” and “supper.” There were either additional homilies on Luke 
by Origen besides those Jerome had in his manuscript, or Jerome omitted 
some. If the latter is true, he gives no indication in his preface to the hom- 
ilies on Luke that he has omitted some. 
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amining how, during supper, Jesus arises from supper, and 
when he has put water into the basin, he begins to wash the 
disciples’ feet. 

(9) For I think that those who eat with Jesus and partake 
of food with him in the day at the end of this life need a cer- 
tain cleansing, not indeed concerning any of the first 
[parts] of the soul’s body, if I may call it this, but they need, 
so to speak, to wash well those [parts] that are final and last, 
and which of necessity come into contact with the earth. 

(10) Only Jesus can perform this first cleansing, but the 
second can [also] be done by his disciples to whom he said, 
“You also ought to wash one another’s feet; for I have given 
you an example that as I have done to you, you also should 
do.” 

(11) It seems to me that the Evangelist has not preserved 
the literal sequence concerning the washing in these words, 
that he might raise our understanding to the spiritual sense 
of the things in the passage, since those who need to wash 
their feet wash them before supper and before they recline 
to eat. The Evangelist, however, passed over that proper 
time for washing in his account, and now, after he has re- 
clined to eat, Jesus arises from supper, that the teacher and 
Lord might begin to wash the disciples’ feet after they have 
eaten. 

(12) For they had washed before supper and were all 
clean in accordance with the saying, “Wash yourselves, be 
clean, take away the evils from your souls before your eyes,” 
etc.” But after that washing they needed a second water for 
their feet only, that is, the lowest parts of the body. 

(13) For it is impossible, I think, that no part of the soul, 
including even its most extreme and lowest parts, be filthy, 
even when someone may appear to be perfect among men. 

(14) The majority, therefore, even after the washing, are 
filled with the dirt of sins in their head, or a little lower than 
this, but those who are genuinely Jesus’ disciples, inasmuch 
as they anticipate also dining with him, have only their feet 
that need to be washed by the Word. 


9. Cf. Jn 13.14-15. 10. Cf. Is 1.16. 
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(15) Now, when one observes the differences between 
sins, and perceives those sins as they appear to the exact and 
vigorous nature of the Word, but which the majority do not 
consider even to be sins, he will see what sins they are for 
which the feet need to be washed by Jesus. 

(16) And if such are the defilements related to the feet, 
what shall we do who have never drawn near to the supper 
with Jesus, and who are defiled not only in our feet? Jesus 
says to Peter, who at that time did not know the mystery of 
the washing of the feet cleansed by Jesus, but who would 
know later," “If I do not wash you, you have no part with 
me. ”!? 

(17) You will ask what this means. Does it mean that you 
do not have a part at all if I do not wash you, a good man? 
Or, does it mean that you do not have a part with me, the 
teacher and Lord, but with those who are less than me, 
among whom are those who, after they have washed them- 
selves, have not eaten supper with me nor had their feet 
washed by me, or who have eaten supper, but have not had 
themselves washed? 

(18) But because of the statement, “Behold I stand at the 
door and knock; if anyone open the door to me, I will come 
in to him and will eat supper with him, and he with me,”” I 
wonder if perhaps Jesus neither eats breakfast with anyone 
(for there is no need of an introduction and first doctrines), 
nor anyone eats breakfast with him, but he who eats with 
him eats supper only, for Scripture says, “A greater than 
Solomon is here”'* of whom it has been written, “And this 
was Solomon’s breakfast,” which is related in the Third 
Book of Kings. 


He Did Not Wash Judas’ Feet 


(19) I would also venture to say, as consistent with the 
statement, “If I do not wash you, you have no part with 
me,” that he did not wash Judas’ feet, [because] the devil 


11. Cf. Jn 13.7. 12. Jn 13.8. 
13. Cf. Rv 3.20. 14. Cf Mt 12.42. 
15. C£. 3 Kgs (1 Kgs) 2.46e (LXX). 16. Jn 13.8. 


346 ORIGEN 


had already put into his heart to betray the teacher and 
Lord, since the devil found him not clothed in the full 
armor of God, and not having the shield of faith with which 
one can quench all the fiery darts of the wicked one.” 

(20) For since it is written, “the devil having already put,” 
I understand that the Scripture also teaches about this in 
the seventh Psalm, when it says that an archer also prepares 
fiery darts for those who do not keep their heart with all 
watchfulness.’ 

(21) Now, the text of the Psalm is as follows. “Unless you 
be converted, he will brandish his sword; he has bent his 
bow and prepared it, and has prepared instruments of 
death in it; he has prepared his darts for those that burn. 
Behold, he has been in labor with injustice, he has con- 
ceived sorrow and brought forth iniquity. ”? 

(22) Everyone, therefore, will agree that the statement, 
“Behold he has been in labor with injustice, he has con- 
ceived sorrow and brought forth iniquity,” can be referred 
to the devil. But it is absurd not to think likewise that the 
following words also are said of him, “Unless you be convert- 
ed, he will brandish his sword; he has bent his bow and has 
prepared it, and in it he has prepared vessels of death,” for 
no other has prepared vessels of death in his bow which he 
has bent than him by whose envy death entered into the 
world.” 

(23) From these darts, therefore, which the devil has pre- 
pared for those who burn, he put it in the heart of Judas Is- 
cariot, son of Simon, who had already been struck at the 
supper, but not with the result that it was pleasing to him, 
since the food and wine of this supper could not exist in a 
heart that had been struck by the devil with a missile in 
order to betray him who, perhaps, was the host, since it does 
not appear clearly in these words who it was who gave the 
supper, as Scripture says in the preceding words, “They 
made him a supper there, and Martha served, but Lazarus 
was one of those reclining with him.” ”™ 


17. Cf. Eph 6.13-16. 18. Cf. Prv 4.23. 
19. Ps 7.138-15. 20. Cf. Wis 2.24. 
21. Cf. Jn 12.2. 
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(24) In the case of Judas, therefore, it has been written, 
“The devil having already put it into his heart that Judas Is- 
cariot, son of Simon, should betray him.”” Consistently with 
this you might say of each of those wounded in the heart by 
the devil, the devil having already put it in the heart of so- 
and-so that he should commit fornication, and of so-and-so 
that he should commit fraud, and of so-and-so that, mad for 
fame, he should submit to the idolatry of those who seem to 
have rank, and so in the case of the other sins that the devil 
puts into that heart that is not armed with the shield of 
faith, by which shield of faith one can quench not one, or 
two, but all the fiery darts of the wicked one.” 

(25) Since, therefore, the economy of suffering was ap- 
proaching, inasmuch as Judas Iscariot, son of Simon Iscari- 
ot, who had been wounded by the devil, was about to betray 
him, while the supper was in process, Jesus, it says, “knowing 
that the Father had given all things into his hands, and that 
he came from God, and goes to God, rises from supper.” 


All Things Have Been Given into Jesus’ Hands 


(26) The things, therefore, that were not formerly in 
Jesus’ hands are given into his hands by the Father. And it is 
not some things and not others that are given into his 
hands, but all things. David, too, seeing in the Spirit, says in 
relation to this, “The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right 
hand until I make your enemies your footstool. ”” 

(27) For Jesus’ enemies were also a part of the “all 
things” that Jesus knew, so far as it was in the power of fore- 
knowledge, to be given to him by the Father. But, that we 
may perceive more clearly what the statement means, “The 
Father had given all things into his hands,” let us turn our 
attention to the statement, “For, as in Adam all die, so also 
in the Lord all shall be made alive.” 

(28) But even though the Father has given “all things” 
into his hands, and in Christ “all shall be made alive,” the 
justice of God is not confounded, nor the fact that each is 


22. Cf. Jn 13.2. 23. Cf. Eph 6.16. 
24. Ps 109.1. 25. Cf. 1 Cor 15.22. 
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treated as he deserves. This is made clear when the words, 
“but each in his own order,” are added to the words, “so in 
Christ shall all be made alive.””’ 

(29) And again in turn you will perceive the different or- 
ders of those who will be made alive in Christ when the 
statement, “The Father had given all things into his hands,” 
is fulfilled, when you understand it in conjunction with the 
statement, “Christ the firstfruits, then those who are Christ’s 
in his coming, then the end.”* This end will be present with 
Christ in his coming when “he will deliver the kingdom to 
God and the Father,”* having previously destroyed “every 
principality and every authority and power.” 

(30) Now, I think it is with these that the wrestling oc- 
curs.’ Once every principality and authority and power has 
been destroyed so that there is no longer any principality 
and authority and power with which to wrestle, for this rea- 
son too, there will be no more wrestling. 

(31) It is Paul’s addition to these words, “For he must 
reign until he has placed all his enemies under his feet,”” 
that moves me to take “every principality and every authori- 
ty and power” that is destroyed to be the powers with which 
the wrestling occurs. Then, “the last enemy, death, is de- 
stroyed.”* 

(32) This agrees, at least, with the statement, “The Father 
had given all things into his hands,” which the Apostle states 
more clearly when he says, “But when he said that all things 
have been subjected, it is clear that he who subjected all 
things to him is excepted.”” 

(33) But if all things have been subjected, and it is clear 
that all things have been subjected except the one “who sub- 
jected all things to him,” then he too, of whom it is written, 
“He exalted himself before the Lord almighty,”* will belong 
to those things subjected to him, having been conquered, so 


26. 1 Cor 15.23. 27. Cf. 1 Cor 15.22. 
28. 1 Cor 15.23-24. 29. Cf. 1 Cor 15.24. 
30. 1 Cor 15.24. 31. Cf. Eph 6.12. 
32. 1 Cor 15.25. 33. 1 Cor 15.24. 
34. 1 Cor 15.26. 35.1 Cor 15.27. 


36. Cf. Jb 15.25. 
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that he yields to the Word, is subjected to the image of 
God,” and becomes Christ’s footstool. 

(34) He sees, therefore, the economy [of suffering] al- 
ready proceeding towards its good goal because of the state- 
ment, “The devil having already put it into his heart that 
Judas Iscariot, son of Simon, should betray him, he knew 
that the Father had given all things to him.”* He had given 
them into the hands that hold all things, so that all things 
might be under his control, or the Father had given all 
things into his hands, that is into his actions and virtuous 
deeds, for he says, “My Father works until now, and I work.” 

(35) Now, it was because of the creatures that went forth 
from God that he went forth from God. He came to be out- 
side of God, although he had not previously wished to go 
forth from the Father, so [that] the creatures that had gone 
forth might come into his hands in the way and order of 
Jesus, and by following him they might be disciplined to go 
to God, and they will be with God because they follow him.” 

(36) Therefore, it was once said to Peter, “Where I go, 
you cannot [follow] me now, but you will follow later,”” for 
Peter still possessed that which did not permit him to follow 
the Word immediately at that time. 

(37) Now, you must understand that the same thing, but 
in an analogous manner that is appropriate, will be said to 
each of the “all things” which the Father has given into the 
Son’s hands. For to each of the “all things” it will be said, 
“But you will follow me later.” 

(98) But if they shall not follow at the same time, the 
“later” in the statement, “but you will follow later,” which ap- 
plies to each of those who will follow him, does not refer to 
the same time. 

(39) Consider the following with me also concerning all 


37. Cf. Col 1.15. 38. Cf. Jn 13.2-3. 

39- Jn 5-17. 

40. This rather obscure statement seems to be a reference to Origen’s 
doctrine of the fall of souls, and the voluntary acceptance of a body by 
Christ’s soul, which did not fall, that he might lead the fallen souls back to 
God. Cf. princ. II.8. 

41. Cf. Jn 13.36. 
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the things that are destroyed either when he has destroyed 
every principality, or every authority, or every power,” and 
in general, “until he has put all his enemies under his feet; 
the last enemy, death, shall be destroyed.”* 

(40) “Jesus, therefore, knowing that the Father had given 
all things into his hands, and that he came from God and 
goes to God,” and “knowing” so far as we have discussed 
these matters“ as we explained them when we presented 
our opinion on the words, “he came from God,” and “he 
goes to God,” “rises,” it says, “from the supper.”* Let us un- 
derstand this with the words which follow thereafter. 


“I Am Meek and Lowly in Heart” 


(41) And see if you can say on these words that, unaffect- 
ed by circumstances, eating supper with the disciples 
cheered him; but with regard to circumstances and necessi- 
ty, because of the disciples he rises from supper and, for a 
certain time, stops eating until he has cleansed the disciples’ 
feet, since they could have no part with him unless he wash 
them. 

(42) Let us consider, therefore, what is said after the 
words, “he rises from supper.” “He lays aside his garments,” 
it says, “and having taken a towel, girded himself.” 

(43) Now on these words too we would ask those who are 
not willing to ascend from the literal meanings and under- 
stand the foods of the soul which are presented in these 
words spiritually: What prevented him from washing the dis- 
ciples’ feet clothed? 

(44) This is not a problem at all, however, if we consider, 
in a manner worthy of Jesus, the garments that he wore 
while eating and rejoicing with the disciples, should we re- 
flect on what adornment the Word that became flesh 
wears.” 

(45) But he puts aside this garment that exists in a kind 
of robe woven of phrases with phrases and sounds with 


42. Cf. 1 Cor 15.24. 43. Cf. 1 Cor 15.25-26. 
44. Preuschen marks this section of the text as corrupt. 


45. Cf. Jn 13.3-4. 46. Cf. Jn 1.14. 
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sounds, and is unveiled to a greater extent with the form of 
a servant,” which is made clear through the words, “Having 
taken a towel, he girded himself,” both that he might not be 
completely naked, and that, after washing the disciples’ feet, 
he might dry them with a more appropriate cloth. 

(46) And notice in these words how the great and glori- 
fied Word that became flesh humbles himself to wash the 
disciples’ feet. For it says, “He puts water into a basin.” 

(47) Abraham, therefore, “when he lifted up his eyes and 
looked, and, behold, men stood above him; and when he 
saw them he ran to meet them from the door of his tent, 
and bowed down to the ground, and he said: Lord, if I have 
found favor in your sight, do not pass by your servant,” did 
not himself take water, nor did he offer to wash their feet as 
strangers who had come to him, but he says, “Let water be 
drawn, and let them wash your feet.”” 

(48) But neither did Joseph bring water to wash the feet 
of his eleven brothers, but the man over Joseph’s house 
“brought Simeon out to them, and brought water to wash 
their feet.” 

(49) But he who said, “I came not as one who reclines at 
table, but as one who serves,” and justly says, “Learn of me, 
because I am meek and lowly in heart,”” himself puts water 
into a basin. For he knew that no one could wash the disci- 
ples’ feet as himself in such a way that, because of the wash- 
ing, they would have a part with himself.” 

(50) And the water, in my opinion, was such a Word that 
cleansed the feet of the disciples when i came to the 
basin Jesus set before them. 

(51) Next, I ask why do you suppose it was not written, 
‘He washed the disciples’ feet,’ but was said, “And he began 
to wash the disciples’ feet.” 

(52) For is it the custom of the Scriptures to prefix “he 
began” without a reason, as in the usage of the majority? Or 


47. Cf. Phil 2.7. 48. Cf. Gn 18.2-3. 
49. Gn 18.4. 50. Gn 43.23-24. 
51. Cf. Lk 22.27. 52. Mt 11.29. 


53. Cf. Jn 13.8. 
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did Jesus then “begin to wash the disciples’ feet,” and not 
stop when he had washed their feet at that time? 

(53) For later he washed them and completed the wash- 
ing, since they were defiled, according to the saying, “You 
will all be made to stumble in me in this night,” and what 
was said to Peter, “The cock will not crow until you deny me 
three times.”” 

(54) For, when these sins occurred, the defiled feet of the 
disciples were again in need of washing, which he had 
begun to wash when he rose from supper, [but] he complet- 
ed the washing when he cleansed them that they might no 
longer be defiled. 

(55) And so also then did he begin to dry the disciples’ 
feet, but he finished drying them when he also finished 
washing them. 


He comes, therefore, to Simon Peter. He says to him, 
Lord, are you going to wash my feet? Jesus answered and 
said to him, What I do you do not know now, but you will 
know afterwards. Peter says to him, You shall never wash 

my feet. Jesus answers him, If I do not wash you, you 

have no part with me. Simon Peter says to him, Not 
only my feet, but also my hands and head. Jesus says 

to him, He who has bathed has no need but to wash 

his feet, but he is wholly clean, and you are clean, 
but not all. For he knew the one betraying him; 
because of this he said, You are not all clean. 
(John 13.6-11) 
Peter’s Rashness 

(56) If an example should perhaps be necessary, we will 
make opportune use of what Peter now says to show that 
someone, with the best intention, can, in ignorance, say 
things that are not at all beneficial to himself. 

(57) For if to have one’s feet washed by Jesus was expedi- 


54. Mt 26.91. 
55. Cf. Jn 13.38. 
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ent in order to have a part with him, but Peter, because he 
did not understand that this was expedient, first objected, as 
it were, and said, so as to put him to shame, “Lord, are you 
going to wash my feet?” and a second time, “You shall never 
wash my feet,” and if what he said was a hindrance to the act 
that would cause him to have a part with the Savior, it is 
clear that although he said this to the teacher with a sound 
and reverent intention, he spoke in a way harmful to him- 
self. 

(58) Now, life is full of errors of this kind, of people who 
intend what they believe to be best, but out of ignorance say, 
or even do, things which take them in the opposite direc- 
tion. 

(59) Such indeed are those who declare, “Touch not, 
taste not, handle not,™ concerning everything that is meant 
for destruction and human consumption,” based on some 
teaching which, very generally, falls far below the divine 
statement, “You shall die as men.” 

(60) But why [must] we speak of those tossed about in 
heresies and carried about by every wind at the cunning of 
men,” who babble that destructive things bring salvation, 
and who glorify lies about Jesus as if to reverence him? 

(61) Now, Scripture has frequently recorded that Peter 
was such a person as to profess hastily what appeared to him 
to be better. Take as an example how he spoke without ex- 
amination and due consideration of the prophecy concern- 
ing the disciples when Jesus said, “You will all be scandalized 
in me in this night.” Jesus presented the reason for this in 
the statement, “For it has been written, I shall smite the 
shepherd, and the sheep of the flock will be scattered.” For 
without examination respecting this, and without due con- 


56. Cf. Col 2.21. 

57. Origen clearly has Col 2.22 in mind, but he has changed the gram- 
matical structure of the statement in Col and made its meaning more ob- 
scure. Col 2.22 speaks of “destruction by consumption,” which is probably 
also what Origen means. 

58. Cf. Ps 81.7. 

59. Cf. Eph 4.14. 

60. Mt 26.31; cf. Zec 13.7. 
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sideration of Jesus’ declaration, Peter said, “Although all 
shall be scandalized in you, I shall not be scandalized.”"! 

(62) I think it was this rashness still present in his soul at 
that time that caused him to sin more than the measure of 
the stumbling of the others when he denied Jesus three 
times before the crowing of the cock.” 

(63) For this reason, once he understood, his previous 
rashness of this kind became an aid to the greatest things, so 
that he became very strong and patient. This is made clear 
when Paul said to him “before all, If you, being a Jew, live 
like the Gentiles and not like the Jews, how do you compel 
the Gentiles to live as the Jews?” etc.” He, however, main- 
tained a firm silence and very patiently did not offer a rea- 
son on the subject. This will be discussed more appropriate- 
ly in the Epistle to the Galatians. 

(64) And in the Acts of the Apostles his settled condition, 
after he had been transformed into the same image,” will be 
apparent to those who give attention and devotion to each 
passage. 

(65) And now, therefore, they all offered their feet to 
Jesus when he rose from supper and placed his garments 
aside and girded himself with the towel that he had taken 
and put water in the basin and began to wash the disciples’ 
feet and to dry them with the towel with which he had gird- 
ed himself. Consistently with their preconception about 
Jesus, they perceive that so great a man would not, wishing 
to burden the disciples, as the majority might say, wash their 
feet without a reason, but would perform something useful 
which they would wait to know later, thinking perhaps that 
he might do these things as a symbol of something. It was 
only Peter who, seeing the obvious, and offering no other 
reason than reverence for Jesus, did not present his feet to 
be washed, but first attempted to hinder him with the 
words, “Lord, are you going to wash my feet?” And after this, 


61. Cf. Mt 26.33; Mk 14.29. 
62. Cf. Mt 26.34, 75. 

63. Gal 2.14. 

64. Cf. 2 Cor 3.18. 
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when he had to be persuaded with the words, “What I do 
you do not know now, but you will know afterwards,” he 
says, “You shall never wash my feet.” 

(66) In addition, when the other disciples entrusted 
themselves to Jesus and offered no resistance, this man, by 
what he says, although he seemed well intended, not only 
accuses Jesus of beginning to wash the disciples’ feet with- 
out a reason, but also accuses his companions. 

(67) For if he, as he thought, acted properly when he 
wanted to hinder Jesus, but those did not see it, he accused 
those who, contrary to what was proper, presented their feet 
to Jesus. And if he had thought one must not resist what is 
reasonable, and he had supposed that what happened when 
the disciples’ feet were washed by Jesus was reasonable, he 
would not have resisted what happened. 

(68) He appears, therefore, to have assumed rashly that 
Jesus’ will concerning washing the disciples’ feet was not 
reasonable. And if one must examine in Scripture even 
those things thought to be most insignificant, someone may 
ask why, since Peter was listed first in the number of the 
twelve—perhaps because he was more honored than the 
rest, since Judas, too, who had been relegated to the last 
places by his wicked disposition, was truly last of all— Jesus 
did not begin with Peter when he began to wash the disci- 
ples’ feet and to dry them with the towel with which he had 
girded himself. 


“He Who Has Bathed Has No Need To Wash” 

(69) We must reply that, just as a physician begins his 
healing with the urgent cases and those suffering most se- 
verely when he ministers to the sick masses with his skill as a 
physician, so he who washes the dirty feet of the disciples be- 
gins with those that are dirtier. It may be that he came to 
Peter last because he needed his feet washed least of all. 

(70) And it may also have been that the nearly clean con- 
dition of his feet contributed to his apparent resistance. 

(71) But if Jesus’ statement, “He who has bathed has no 


356 ORIGEN 


need to wash, but is wholly clean; and you are clean, but not 
all,” be put to the test, perhaps one might suggest the fol- 
lowing meaning. The disciples had already washed their 
feet, and after their bathing no longer needed that Jesus 
wash them,” and in addition, Peter himself was already 
clean even before Jesus washed his feet. 

(72) But if someone should ask about these matters why 
then, when he said, “He who has bathed has no need to 
wash, but is wholly clean,” Jesus washed the disciples feet, 
since they did not need to wash, we must reply to him, “To 
everyone who has, it will be given and added.”” 

(73) Since, therefore, the disciples were clean, Jesus adds 
to their cleanness also the washing of their feet. He would 
have washed neither those who had not bathed nor those 
who were not wholly clean, but consequently speaks of those 
clean in this manner, for even if someone among the sons of 
men be perfect, if the cleanness that comes from Jesus be 
lacking, if I may put it this way, he will not be considered 
clean. 

(74) Now, I am expounding these matters later, since 
they have come to mind after the earlier things were ex- 
plained, for we preserve even the order of the things that 
enter our mind. First it? perceived that the dirty feet of the 
disciples needed washing by Jesus, but now it sees that he 
washed their feet because they were clean so far as men are 
concerned, but not also with God, for without Jesus no one 
is clean with God even if previously he was thought to have 
cleansed himself by a certain diligence. 

(75) Now, the Holy Spirit and the power of the Most 
High can dwell in those who have already become clean so 
far as men are concerned, as though they were a garment, 
and who have bathed in regard to the baptism of Jesus, and 
who have had their feet washed by him. 

(76) Because, therefore, Peter did not consider the prin- 


65. Following Blanc’s suggestion. 

66. Cf. Mt 25.20. 

67. There is no expressed subject of the verb. Presumably it is to be un- 
derstood as “mind” from the preceding clause. 
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ciple of Jesus’ intent when he began to wash the disciples’ 
feet and to dry them with the towel with which he had gird- 
ed himself, he says to him, “Lord, are you going to wash my 
feet?” He said this to raise difficulties and put him to shame. 
But Jesus “answered and said to him, What I do you do not 
know now, but you will know afterwards,” teaching that this 
act was a mystery. 


“How Beautiful Are the Feet of Those Who Preach Good Things” 


(77) But what was it that Jesus was doing when he washed 
the disciples’ feet? Was he, by washing their feet and drying 
them with the towel with which he had girded himself, mak- 
ing them beautiful,® since they were about to preach the 
good things? 

(78) For I think the words spoken prophetically of the 
apostles were fulfilled when Jesus washed the disciples’ feet, 
namely, “How beautiful are the feet of those who preach 
good things.”” 

(79) And if he makes the disciples’ feet beautiful by wash- 
ing them, what shall we say of the true beauty that appears 
in all those who have themselves baptized by Jesus in the 
Holy Spirit and fire?” 

(80) Now, the feet of those proclaiming good things be- 
came beautiful, so that, when they were washed and 
cleansed and dried by Jesus’ hands, they might be able to 
walk on the holy way and travel over him who said, “I am the 
way.” 

(81) For he alone, and everyone who has had his feet 
washed by Jesus, travels over this way, which is living and 
which brings one to the Father. This way admits no feet that 
are defiled and not yet clean. 

(82) Moses, therefore, had to loose the sandals from his 
feet since the place to which he had come, on which he 
stood, was holy ground;” and the same was true of Josue the 
son of Nun.” 


68. Cf. Rom 10.15; Is 52.7. 69. Rom 10.15; cf. Is 52.7. 
70. Cf. Mt 3.11. 71. Jn 14.6. 
72. Cf. Ex 3.5. 73. Cf. Jos 5.15. 
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(83) But that Jesus’ disciples might travel this living and 
animate way, it was not enough that they only be without 
sandals for the journey (Jesus had given this command to 
his disciples”) , but indeed, to travel this way they also had to 
be washed by Jesus when he had put aside his garments. Per- 
haps, on the one hand, it was so that he might make their 
feet, which were clean, cleaner, but on the other hand, per- 
haps it was to take up the filth on the disciples’ feet into his 
own body by means of the towel with which alone he was 
girded.” For he himself bears our infirmities.” 

(84) Notice, therefore, that when he was to wash the dis- 
ciples’ feet, he chose no other time than when the devil had 
already put it into the heart of Judas Iscariot, son of Simon, 
to betray him,” and the economy [of suffering] on behalf of 
men was about to take place. 

(85) For prior to this the time was not appropriate for 
Jesus to wash the disciple’s feet. For who would wash away 
the filth of their feet in the interval up to the Passion? It was 
also not appropriate at the time of the Passion, for there was 
not another Jesus who would wash their feet. 

(86) But neither was it appropriate after the economy [of 
suffering], for by this time it was the hour of the Holy Spirit, 
who visited the disciples who had become clean and had 
had their feet washed, and by this time had their feet pre- 
pared and made beautiful to preach the good things in the 
Spirit.” 

(87) The following, then, is the meaning of the state- 
ment, “What I do you do not know now, but you will know 
afterwards.” For me to wash your feet is symbolic of the 
bases of your souls being purified, that they may be beauti- 
ful, since you are to preach the good things,” and to ap- 
proach the souls of men with your feet clean. 

(88) But you do not now know this mystery, inasmuch as 
you do not yet contain knowledge of it. Such knowledge will 
more appropriately be present in you when I have washed 


74. Cf. Mt 10.10. 75. Cf. Jn 13.4. 
76. Cf. Mt 8.17; Is 53.4. 77. Cf. Jn 13.2. 
78. Cf. Rom 10.15; Is 52.7. 79. Cf. Rom 10.15; Is 52.7. 
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your feet, and after this you will know, when you understand 
this mystery and are enlightened with a knowledge of some- 
thing that is not contemptible and insignificant. 

(89) But when Jesus speaks these words to Peter, the dis- 
ciple makes a reply that lacks understanding, but which pro- 
ceeds from an image of honor and reverence for Jesus, an 
image that is nevertheless mistaken. 


“If I Shall Not Wash You, You Have No Part with Me” 


(go) Wherefore, since Peter’s answer was disadvanta- 
geous for him, Jesus, who in a manner appropriate to his 
own goodness, prevents those things from becoming true 
which would prove harmful to the one who speaks them, 
does not permit Peter’s answer to become true. 

(91) For Peter, on the one hand, said, “You shall never 
wash my feet,” and declared, although Jesus chose to wash 
his feet, that he would not be washed by him, and that he 
would not ever be washed. But, on the other hand, he who 
sees that it is more advantageous that Peter speak falsely in 
this than that he speak the truth, shows the advantage to 
him who had made this statement in its not having to be 
true, when he says, “If I shall not wash you, you have no part 
with me.” 

(92) If then, when Peter declared, “You shall never wash 
my feet,” and if he spoke the truth in this he would not have 
a part with Jesus, but would have a part if he spoke not the 
truth in relation to which he had already spoken rashly, 
what else ought he do than not speak the truth? 

(93) Jesus showed him to be a liar when he washed his 
feet so that speaking the truth regarding this not cause him 
to forfeit having a part with him. 

(94) For it has been written, “Every man is a liar.” This 
saying is appropriately applied to those who have made rash 
and reckless statements about what they will do when it is 


disadvantageous for them if they continue in what has been 
ill-decided. 


80. Ps 115.2. 
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(95) For if we show them that they will not have a part 
with Jesus when they have kept the rash assertion in their 
declaration, but that they will be able to be hopeful if they 
reject what they previously said, we will remove them from 
continuing in their ill-made decisions, even if such a state- 
ment was once made with an oath because of excessive rash- 
ness. 

(96) And we will say that just as Peter, who said, “You shall 
never wash my feet,” was prevented from continuing in what 
he had professed so that he might have a part with Jesus, so 
you too, who have erred in hasty judgment and recklessly 
made such and such a promise, would do better if you 
would desist from continuing in your ill-made decision and 
would more sensibly do such and such. 

(97) But having understood both the statement, “What I 
do you do not know now, but you will know afterwards,” and 
the statement, “If I shall not wash you, you have no part with 
me,” let those who, from a sense of reverence, do not wish 
to interpret this and statements like it spiritually, admit such 
a form of Gospel investigations, or if they are not willing, let 
them show how it is reasonable that the one who said to the 
teacher, out of reverence for Jesus as they would say, “You 
shall never wash my feet,” heard that he then would have no 
part with the Son of God, as though not [to have wished] 
his feet to be washed by Jesus involved a very great sin. 

(98) For, on the one hand, the statement, ‘If you shall 
commit this mistake, you will have no part with me,’ 
[would] have a place, if it were said of manifest sins. But the 
statement, “If I shall not wash you, you have no part with 
me,” makes no sense at all in respect to one who insisted 
when Peter did not wish to have his physical feet washed. 

(99) [And] when he washes his feet, an action so banal" 
it is not proper to speak of it, the teacher will appear to have 


81. The text is corrupt here. The MS reads huepotata &, önep (tamest 
things which, which). Brooke emended this to HALWM@tAtTA &nrep (most fool- 
ish things which). Preuschen emended it to <v>nnepatat& [&], Onep 
(wildest things, which). None of the three seem very satisfactory to me. I 
have loosely rendered the MS reading. 
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answered the disciple who honored him, which is very 
strange. 

(100) For this reason let us present our feet to Jesus who 
even now rises from supper, puts his garments aside, takes a 
towel and girds himself, puts water into a basin and begins 
to wash our feet as disciples, and to dry them with the towel 
with which he girded himself when, for our sake, he came 
into our midst as one who serves.” 

(101) For if we shall not do this, we will have no part with 
him, nor will our feet be beautiful. This is especially impor- 
tant seeing that we are zealous for the greater gifts’ and 
wish to be included with those who preach the good things. 

(102) But because Peter is rash, after he heard the words, 
“If I shall not wash you, you have no part with me,” when he 
was asked to present his feet to Jesus, he then wanted to ex- 
ceed what Jesus requested and offered not only his feet to 
be washed by Jesus, but also his hands as well. Jesus did not 
now wish their hands to be washed when they were eating 
bread, since he despised those who said, “Your disciples do 
not wash their hands when they eat bread.”” And in addi- 
tion to his hands, Peter wished to offer his head, which Jesus 
wished no longer to be covered, on which already rested the 
image and glory of God.” 

(103) For it is sufficient for us, whenever we come to the 
same point of time with the disciples of Jesus, to offer our 
feet alone to him who will wash and dry them. “For he who 
has bathed has no need to wash, but he is wholly clean.” But 
if someone is not wholly clean, he has not bathed. 


“To Everyone Who Has, It Will Be Added” 


(104) But someone may ask if he who has bathed has no 
need to wash, but is clean, and if Jesus’ disciples were clean 
because they had bathed, why does Jesus put water into the 
basin and begin to wash the disciples’ feet?” 

(105) We have addressed this point partially in anticipa- 


82. Cf. Lk 22.27. 83. Cf. Rom 10.15. 
84. Cf. 1 Cor 12.31. 85. Cf. Mt 15.2. 
86. Cf. 1 Cor 11.7. 87. Cf. Jn 13.5. 
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tion, and now we will add the following remarks to those 
earlier ones. 

(106) The expression “we have need” is applied to those 
things that are necessary for life. Consequently, applied to 
material things, it means that one does not need most 
things, but only those of which Paul says, “but having food 
and clothing, we shall be satisfied with these things.” Those 
things, on the other hand, that are accumulated in wealth 
and luxury are the result of abundance among those who 
live luxuriously. They are not considered to be necessary 
and absolutely essential, but to be superfluous. So, there- 
fore, there are also things that are necessary for us in the 
realm of divine matters, which bring us into life and cause 
us to be in the one who says, “I am the life.”* But what su- 
persedes these things would be said to supersede need. It is 
said of such things, “Delight in the Lord, and he will give 
you the requests of your heart.” These include all the 
things that are considered in relation to the paradise of lux- 
ury, and in relation to wealth and glory, the things in the 
left hand of wisdom according to him who said, “For length 
of life and years of life are in her right hand, but in her left 
hand are wealth and glory.” One would say that these go 
beyond necessity. 

(107) Perhaps to have one’s feet washed by such a great 
Teacher and Savior after one has bathed belongs to this cat- 
egory. For the gift of God exceeds need, as also in the holy 
resurrection of the dead there is the state of being in the 
glory of the sun, moon, or stars.” 

(108) He who is clean, therefore, and has bathed has no 
need to wash, but he washes, in accordance with what was 
explained previously, since, “to everyone who has it will be 
added,” and as John says, “And let him who is clean be 
cleansed in addition, and let him who is holy be sancti- 
fied.” 


88. Cf. 1 Tm 6.8. 89. Cf. Jn 11.25; 14.6. 
go. Ps 36.4. 91. Prv 3.16. 
92. Cf. 1 Cor 15.41-42. 93. Cf. Mt 25.29. 
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(109) But the words, “You are clean,” have reference to 
the eleven, to which are added the words, “not all,” because 
of Iscariot, for he knew the one who was to betray him, who 
was already unclean. This was so first, because he was not 
concerned for the poor, but was a thief, and having the 
money-box, he carried what was put in it,” and later, be- 
cause “during supper, the devil having already put into the 
heart of Judas Iscariot, son of Simon, to betray him,”® he 
did not reject what was put in his heart. 

(110) Wherefore the eleven who had bathed and were 
clean became even cleaner when they had their feet washed 
by Jesus, but Judas, who was already unclean (for it says, “He 
who is filthy, let him be filthy still”), became filthier and 
unclean when Satan entered him after the morsel.” 


When, therefore, he had washed their feet, and taken 
his garments, and reclined again, he said to them, Do 
you know what I have done to you? You call me Teacher 
and Lord; you speak correctly, for so I am. If, then, I, 
your Lord and Teacher, have washed your feet, you 
also ought to wash one another’s feet. For I have 
given you an example that as I have done to you, 
you also should do. (John 13.12-15) 


Jesus Has Washed the Feet of His Disciples As a Teacher 


(111) It is likely that those who perceived the magnitude 
of Jesus’ power, and understood what he had done when he 
washed the disciples’ feet, that is, that by washing their most 
extreme and ordinary parts, even the bodies mingled with 
earth, he might cleanse [their inner bodies] of which those 
bodies were a symbol, were amazed and would not have 
dared also to perform so great a deed themselves in the 
washing. They would have thought themselves to be too in- 
significant to wash the feet of the inner and secret man” of 
those who embrace the same teachings of God, unless Jesus 


95. Cf. Jn 12.6. 96. Cf. Jn 13.2. 
97. Rv 22.11. 98. Cf. Jn 13.27. 
gg. Cf. Rom 7.22; 2.29. 


364 ORIGEN 


had assumed the form of the host and urged them to do 
this through the words we are expounding, when he was 
about to teach them the words spoken after they had eaten. 

(112) For on the one hand, the words, “Do you know 
what I have done to you?” were addressed in a persuasive 
and hortatory manner to the knowledge of what was occur- 
ring. 

(113) This must be read either as a question, that the 
greatness of what has occurred might be manifest, or as a 
command,” that he might arouse their mind to receive its 
knowledge by giving attention to the deed. 

(114) But on the other hand, the following words have 
been spoken in a most instructive manner with persuasion. 
“You call me Teacher and Lord, and you speak correctly, for 
so I am. If, then, I, your Lord and Teacher, have washed 
your feet, you also ought to wash one another’s feet.” 

(115) Jesus, therefore, washed the feet of the disciples in- 
sofar as he was their teacher, and the feet of the servants in- 
sofar as he was their Lord. 

(116) For the dust from the earth and from worldly 
things is cleared away by teaching, since it reaches nothing 
else than the extremities and lower parts of the disciples. 
But those things that defile the feet are also removed by the 
lordship of the ruler, since he has authority over those who 
still receive common defilement because they still have the 
spirit of bondage.'” 

(117) Someone not thinking clearly might say that Jesus 
washes the feet of the disciples and servants insofar as he is 
door, or shepherd, or physician. I think, however, that the 
disciples’ feet need to be washed by the teacher insofar as 
they have not yet received the sufficiency, but still lack that 
sufficiency referred to in the statement, “It is sufficient for 
the disciple that he be as his teacher.” 

(118) And this is the goal of the teacher, gua teacher, for 


100. Jn 13.12. 

101. The words in Jn 13.12 can be read either as a question or a com- 
mand. They are usually taken as a question. 

102. Cf. Rom 8.15. 
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the disciple: to make the disciple as himself, that he may no 
longer need the teacher, qua teacher, although he will need 
him in other respects. 

(119) For as the goal of the physician, whom the sick 
need, but the well have no need of a physician,’ is to stop 
the sick from being sick so that they no longer need him, so 
the goal of the teacher is to achieve for his disciple what is 
called “sufficient” in the statement, “It is sufficient for the 
disciple that he be as his teacher.” 

(120) But concerning the Savior, who is Lord, it is possi- 
ble immediately to see something that surpasses other lords, 
who have no desire that the servant become as his lord. 

(121) But such is the Son of the Father’s goodness and 
love. For although he was Lord, he produced in his servants 
the state of being as their Lord, when they would no longer 
have the spirit of bondage again to fear, but would receive 
the spirit of adoption, in which they cry, “Abba, Father.” 

(122) Before the disciples become as their teacher and 
Lord, therefore, they need to have their feet washed be- 
cause they are deficient disciples and still possess the spirit 
of bondage to fear. But whenever anyone of them becomes 
as his teacher and Lord, in accordance with the statement, 
“It is sufficient for the disciple that he be as his teacher, and 
the servant as his Lord,”” he can then imitate the one who 
washed the disciples’ feet, and wash the disciples’ feet as the 
teacher, whom God appointed in the Church after the apos- 
tles, who received the first place in the Church, and the 
prophets, who received the second place.” 

(123) But if the statement, “You shall serve your broth- 
er,” can be applied to those who are inferior, and the state- 
ment, “Become lord of your brother,” to those like Jacob, 
who are superior, it is clear that when the slave has become 
as his lord he washes the feet of those who serve the teach- 
ing with him, since I do not think the statement, “You call 


104. Cf. Mt 9.12. 105. Mt 10.25. 
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me Teacher and Lord, and you speak correctly, for so I am,” 
has any meaning that is deeper and over and above that 
which the majority have perceived. For Jesus will not say to 
all who say to him, “Lord, Lord,”™" “You call me Lord, and 
you speak correctly. ”™? 


All Do Not Say “Lord, Lord” Correctly 


(124) They do not say “Lord” correctly, therefore, who 
will say on that day, “Lord, Lord, have we not eaten in your 
name, and drunk in your name, and cast out demons in 
your name, and performed miracles?”'” 

(125) Jesus will indeed then say to them, “Depart from 
me; I never knew you, because you are workers of iniqui- 
ty.” Now he would not have said, “Depart from me,” to 
those who say “Lord, Lord” correctly. 

(126) Furthermore, the words, “Not everyone who says to 
me, Lord, Lord, will enter the kingdom of heaven,” show 
that not everyone who says, “Lord, Lord,” will be confirmed 
by him as the apostles now are, to whom he said, “You speak 
correctly, for so Iam.” 

(127) And indeed evil truly was no longer their lord, but 
the Word, and, in general, the Lord, total virtue, which is 
animate and living. 

(128) But also, since “no one can say Jesus is Lord, ex- 
cept in the Holy Spirit,”"” we also perceive in this what it 
means to say, “Jesus is Lord.” He who says, “Jesus is Lord,” in 
the Holy Spirit speaks correctly. 

(129) Now, although he who speaks correctly certainly 
speaks in the Holy Spirit, you will raise a question about the 
present words, “and you speak correctly,” when they are 
compared with the words, “For the Spirit was not yet, be- 
cause Jesus was not yet glorified. ”™’ 

(130) To say “Jesus is Lord” correctly, therefore, is the 
proper work of one who genuinely serves the Word. Analo- 


111. Mt 7.22. 112. Cf. Jn 13.13. 
113. Cf. Mt 7.22; Lk 13.26. 114. Cf. Mt 7.23; Lk 13.27. 
115. Mt 7.21. 116. Jn 13.193. 
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gous to this, it belongs to the disciple properly to address 
the Savior as “Teacher.” He would say in response, “For so I 
am.” The Word will not make this response to one who 
serves sin, and is a disciple of lies. 


The Universal Obligation To Wash One Another’s Feet 


(131) It is possible, however, that even one who is a saint 
needs the washing of feet, since even the widow who is en- 
rolled into ecclesiastical honor is examined, along with her 
other good works, also about this, “If she has washed the 
feet of saints.” For I think it would be ridiculous to stop at 
the literal meaning and, for a widow who, let us say, has all 
the marks that characterize a holy widow and lacks only this, 
not to be appointed into ecclesiastical honor, although she 
had frequently, when she was prosperous and possessed 
what was necessary, been gracious, through her maids and 
household servants, to strangers or those, in general, who 
needed to experience some philanthropic deed from her. 

(132) And do not be surprised if you have to interpret 
the statement anagogically, “If she has washed the feet of 
saints,™” since older women, analogous to older men, are 
commanded also to be teachers of what is good.” 

(133) But consider if it is not also difficult for anyone 
who is a disciple of Christ, who wishes to fulfill the com- 
mand that says, “You also ought to wash one another’s feet,” 
since he is obliged to desire to perform the work of washing 
his brothers’ feet which are physical and perceptible to the 
senses. Consequently, the faithful [are obliged] to do this in 
whatever station of life they happen to be, whether bishops 
and presbyters, who seem to be in ecclesiastical promi- 
nence, or even men in other positions of honor in the 
world. This means that the master comes to wash the feet of 
the believing servant, and parents the feet of their son. This 
custom either does not occur, or it occurs exceedingly rarely 
and among those who are very simple and rustic. 

(134) Now, in relation to these matters, we must remem- 


119. 1 Tm 5.10. 120. 1 Tm 5.10. 
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ber also what was said on the words, “If I shall not wash you, 
you have no part with me,”” and in addition, the words, 
“Do you know what I have done to you?” 

(135) Indeed, it is fitting that Jesus has given us an exam- 
ple of washing feet analogous to those words spoken figura- 
tively by the bride in the Song of Songs, “I have washed my 
feet; how shall I defile them?” 

(136) Notice also the words, “That as I have done to you, 
you also should do,” in comparison with the words, “If I 
shall not wash you, you have no part with me.” 

(137) But if someone should object and say that even if 
this is interpreted allegorically, none the less it also oc- 
curred literally, we must also listen, with a view to spiritual 
interpretation, to the text that declares, “If, then, I, your 
Lord and Teacher, have washed your feet, you also ought to 
wash one anothers’ feet. For I have given you an example, 
that as I have done to you, you also ought to do.” We must 
say to such a person, Since, then, the words, “If I shall not 
wash you, you have no part with me,”™” which were spoken 
to Peter, who had said, “You shall never wash my feet,” oc- 
curred literally, we too, in accordance with the literal sense, 
will address those who do not reverently present their feet to 
us that we may wash them, and dare to say to such people, 
“If I shall not wash you, you have no part with me.” 

(138) And if he does not thereupon respect what I have 
said, consider what you must say to the further difficulty 
concerning whether one must also keep that text in an ab- 
solute manner. 

(139) Even I myself would agree, then, that it will be the 
duty for one to wash the feet of some disciple of Jesus at 
some time or other, and for the latter to offer his feet to be 
washed by him, the one to perform the act out of love and 
graciousness, and the other to permit it. 

(140) But if we shall say that each one who is not con- 
scious of having performed this act, and thus washed the 
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feet of the saints, has not paid his debt in respect to a cer- 
tain obligatory command, namely, “You ought to wash one 
anothers’ feet,”!”’ it is time, perhaps, to say that nearly all are 
debtors to this command. 


Truly, truly I say to you: a servant is not greater that his 
lord, nor an apostle greater than the one who sent him. 
If you know these things, blessed are you if you do them. 
I do not speak of all of you, I know whom I have chosen; 
but that the Scripture may be fulfilled: he who eats. . .'* 

bread lifted up his heel against me. (John 13.16—18) 


“The Disciple Is Not above His Master” 


(141) It seems to me that these words, too, pertain to the 
necessity of interpreting the words about footwashing alle- 
gorically. For the statement, “If you know these things, 
blessed are you if you do them,” has reference to that wash- 
ing, since nothing to be done has been mentioned previous- 
ly, except the washing of feet. 

(142) But the lessons in that passage, that is, how the dis- 
ciples’ feet are defiled although they have already bathed, 
and in what manner they are washed, are truly the proper 
work of the blessed, since the Word wills that they know 
them, and Jesus wishes that they do them. 

(143) For it is not right to pronounce so great a word as 
“blessed” on just anyone who happens to be present, since 
even a household slave washing his master’s feet would ap- 
pear to be blessed by this very act, as would also a flatterer 
and a hypocrite. For the act of washing the feet of Jesus’ dis- 
ciples that we are explaining, is the act of someone great, 
who also has Jesus within himself, and is blessed in general. 

(144) But we must know that there is a corresponding 
teaching to this saying. In the Gospel according to Matthew 
there is the statement, “The disciple is not above the 
teacher, nor the servant above his lord. It is enough for the 


127. Jn 13.14. 
128. Preuschen notes that “with me” has fallen out of the text. 


370 ORIGEN 


disciple that he be as his teacher, and the servant as his 
lord.”!? And in the Gospel according to Luke, “The disciple 
is not above the teacher; but let everyone be made perfect 
as his teacher.” 


“I Do Not Speak of All of You” 


(145) We must investigate the statement that follows, “I 
do not speak of all of you.” To what previous words shall we 
refer this statement? Someone, then, will say that it refers to 
the words, “Blessed are you if you do them,” for Judas was 
not blessed. I do not think, however, that these words are 
correctly referred to this. 

(146) For this is entirely true of Judas and of anyone else, 
even the most worthless person, ‘Blessed are you so and so, 
if you do these things.’ It is as if I should say to an undisci- 
plined man, even if he will not hear what is said nor show 
self-control, ‘Blessed are you if you show self-control,’ and to 
a man who despises wisdom, even if he treads upon this 
choice, ‘Blessed are you if you take up wisdom and instruc- 
tion.’ 

(147) Perhaps, then, we should refer the statement, “I do 
not speak of all of you,” to the words, “A servant is not 
greater than his lord.” 

(148) For since “whoever commits sin is a servant of 
sin,” and Judas committed sin, he was a servant of sin, es- 
pecially since the devil had put it into his heart to betray the 
Savior.’ 


129. Mt 10.24-25. 130. Cf. Lk 6.40. 

131. Jn 8.34. 

132. Cf. Jn 13.2. In pars. 148-50 Origen employs two of the types of ar- 
gument in Stoic logic (See B. Mates, Stoic Logic [Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1961], 101 for the two models that I cite below). In par. 
148 he uses a type 1 undemonstrated argument: 


If the first, then the second 
The first. 


Therefore, the second. 


Origen’s argument is: 


If one commits sin, then he is a servant of sin. 
Judas committed sin. 
Therefore, he was a servant of sin. 
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(149) And since he was a servant of sin, he was not a ser- 
vant of the Word of God. 

(150) Consequently, he was no longer an apostle of Jesus, 
for he had already come to belong to the devil, since he had 
put it into his heart to betray the Savior. 

(151) Wherefore, after the statement, “A servant is not 
greater than his lord, nor an apostle greater than the one 
who sent him,” the Savior said, “I do not speak of all of you,” 
to deny that Judas was his servant and apostle. 


“I Know Whom I Have Chosen” 


(152) Next, let us consider the statement, “I know whom 
I have chosen.” Literally, this means, I know who each one is 
whom I have chosen; therefore, I also know who Judas is, 
and he does not escape my notice, although the devil has al- 
ready put the things against me into his heart.’* But it also 
has the following meaning because of the customary usage 
in Scripture of the expression, “I know,” and of similar 
words in this text. “I have known” is also such an expres- 
sion.” 

(153) Somewhere the Savior says he will say to those who 
shall say, “We have eaten in your name, and have drunk, and 


Pars. 149 and 150 follow the pattern of a type 3 argument: 
Not both the first and the second. 
The first. 


Therefore, not the second. 
Origen’s argument in par. 149 is: 


One cannot be a servant of sin and a servant of the Word of God. 
Judas was a servant of sin. 
Therefore, he was not a servant of the Word of God. 


In par. 150, he argues, on the same model: 


One cannot be an apostle of Jesus and belong to the devil. 
Judas belonged to the devil. 
Therefore, he was not an apostle of Jesus. 


133. Cf. Jn 13.2. 

134. Origen has mentioned two Greek words for “to know” in this sen- 
tence (oid and éyv@v). Their distinctions are not expressible in English 
translations without cumbersome paraphrases, and, in addition, they are 
frequently used interchangeably in Greek. Only o16a occurs in the passage 
he is discussing (Jn 13.16—18); the other word occurs in Jn 13.12. 
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have cast out demons,”'® “I never knew you,”* and, “I do 
not know where you come from.” If these statements are 
taken literally, it will appear that we are assuming things that 
violate the Savior’s honor. 

(154) But perhaps, since “the Lord knows those who are 
his,” he does not know those who are not his. And just as 
he says of some, “I never knew you,”’” so he might also have 
said of Judas, if [he had never been his], “I never knew 
you.” But if Judas had been his and had fallen away, it 
might be said to him, “I do not know where you come 
from.”!*” 

(155) Now, therefore, since the devil had already put the 
things against Jesus into Judas’ heart,'’* Jesus did not know 
him. This is why he did not say, ‘I know all those present,’ 
but, “I know whom I have chosen,” as if he had said, “my 
elect.” 

(156) But I do not say of all who are present, “I know 
whom I have chosen.” And what is happening is brought 
about by that one of you who will betray me, that the Scrip- 
ture may be fulfilled which says, “He who eats my bread lift- 
ed up his heel against me.” 


“He Who Eats My Bread Lifted up His Heel against Me” 


(157) Now, the saying from the fortieth Psalm, which is 
as follows, has been paraphrased: “For even the man of my 
peace, in whom I hoped, who eats my bread, has kicked 
powerfully against me.” 

(158) The Savior says, therefore, that this statement was 
made of Judas and himself. You will ask in respect to this 
statement how Judas was a man of peace, and how the Sav- 
ior hoped in him. 

(159) I think, therefore, that these words make clear that 
Judas had once genuinely believed. For if he had never been 


135. Cf. Mt 7.22; Lk 13.26. 136. Mt 7.23. 

137. Lk 13.27. 138. 2 Tm 2.19; cf. Nm 16.5. 
139. Mt 7.23. 

140. Wendland’s suggestion. The text is corrupt. 

141. Mt 7.23. 142. Cf. Lk 13.27. 


143. Cf. Jn 19.2. 144. Ps 40.10. 
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a son of peace, Jesus would not have sent him with the rest 
of the apostles and said to him, too, (for he is recorded to 
have said to the twelve), “Say, Peace be to this house. And if 
there is a son of peace there, your peace shall rest upon 
him; otherwise your peace shall return to you. ”™” 

(160) For observe also how much later the devil put the 
things against the Savior into his heart,“ although a little 
earlier testimony has been given that he was a thief.” 

(161) But I would not think that he would have been en- 
trusted with the money-box if he were a thief from the be- 
ginning. He was trusted with it, therefore, because he was 
worthy of being trusted, although it was foreknown that he 
would fall away. 

(162) And he was so great a man of Christ’s peace that 
Jesus once had high hopes in him, as in a good apostle, for 
hear the words, “In whom I hoped.” 

(163) Now, I think that he also shared the most nourish- 
ing secret teachings with the apostles, having received them 
from Jesus, of which Jesus said, “He who eats my bread.” 

(164) And the statement, “He has kicked powerfully 
against me,™” has been paraphrased as, “He lifted up his 
heel against me,” since the verb “he has made powerful” has 
the same meaning as the verb, “he lifted up. ”” 

(165) And if it is necessary to explain the expression, 
“He lifted up his heel against me,” and, “He has kicked pow- 
erfully against me,””' we will say that he who stretches out 
his foot against someone does this, and that Judas was such 
a person when he trampled on the Son of God.” 

(166) He was also eating his bread with Jesus when Jesus 
dipped the morsel and took it and gave it to Judas Iscariot 
son of Simon.” 


145. Cf. Lk 10.5-6. 146. Cf. Jn 13.2. 
147. Cf. Jn 12.6. 148. Ps 40.10. 
149. Ps 40.10. 


150. The two verbs are €ueyoAvvev, which means “to make great or 
powerful,” and entipev, “to lift up.” The first verb, with its object, could be 
rendered: “He has made his kick great.” 

151. Ps 40.10. 152. Cf. Heb 10.29. 

153. Cf. Jn 13.26. 
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(167) [And] Judas lifted up his heel against the teacher 
when Satan entered him after the morsel." 

(168) But you yourself, too, will join in examining if it is 
possible also for the statement, “the iniquity of my heel shall 
encompass me,”'® to have reference to Judas, when it is ex- 
amined together with the statement, “He lifted up his heel 
against me,” since Judas had a part with Jesus, and was 
called his possession and apostle, but is figuratively said to 
have become a heel because of his end. 


I tell you this now, before it comes to pass, that when 
it comes to pass you may believe that I am he. 


(John 13.19) 
The Perfection of Faith 


(169) This text refers to what was said previously. “I do 
not speak of all of you; I know whom I have chosen; but that 
the Scripture may be fulfilled: he who eats bread with me 
lifted up his heel against me.”™* For this is what will be, that 
the Scripture may be fulfilled concerning him who lifts up 
his heel against me, who is eating my bread with me. I tell 
you before it comes to pass, that whenever what is to be ful- 
filled of the things that have been prophesied in Scripture 
comes to pass, you may believe that I am he of whom these 
things have been prophesied, because of the one who eats 
bread with him having lifted up his heel against him. 

(170) But someone may ask how the words, “I tell you 
now before it comes to pass,” and I tell you “in order that 
when it comes to pass you may believe that I am” the Christ 
who has been prophesied, are addressed to the disciples 
whose feet Jesus washed, as if they had not yet believed that 
he himself were the Christ. 

(171) Consider if we can preserve the intention of him 
who said, “that when it comes to pass you may believe that I 
am he,” without condemning such great disciples of Jesus 
because they have not yet believed. 


154. Cf. Jn 13.27. 155. Ps 48.6. 
156. Jn 19.18. 
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(172) He who accepts the doctrines of wisdom, some- 
times, in addition to the first doctrines, because of which he 
is already wise, takes up second doctrines in reference to 
which he was not formerly wise, and he will be wiser, just as 
also it is said, “For when a wise man has heard these things, 
he will be wiser.” 

(173) Just as if words of this sort, then, were addressed to 
a wise man, and it were added, “These words make you wise,’ 
we would not at all assume that it meant wise from not being 
wise, but even wiser from being wise, as progress supervenes 
and proceeds to perfection, in the same way, assume with 
me that the believer, too, can come to have more faith. 

(174) In fact, the apostles once approached the Lord and 
said to him, “Lord, increase our faith.”’* They did not there- 
by condemn themselves as unbelievers. For indeed the word 
“increase” clearly shows that they had faith that would admit 
an addition. 

(175) If, then, we are in agreement on these matters, ob- 
serve with me that additions of things that convince add to 
faith when they follow things that have previously con- 
vinced. Consequently, the disciples, too, in addition to the 
things that had convinced them, needed to receive this in 
addition, namely to see the Scripture fulfilled which says, 
“He who eats my bread lifted up his heel against me,” be- 
cause what was prophesied proved that he was the one of 
whom these things were prophesied. 

(176) And understand the words, “that you may believe,” 
as capable of being equivalent to the words, “that you may 
be increased in faith,” while you continue to believe and 
are susceptible to no impulse that will produce change. 

(177) And if, indeed, faith were not great in magnitude 
or much in multitude, Paul would not have said, “If I should 
have all faith.” 


157. Prv 1.5. 158. Lk 17.5. 

159. Jn 13.18. 

160. Wendland’s suggestion. The text is corrupt. Brooke’s suggested 
emendation would mean: that you may be active, or perhaps, effective. 

161. Cf. 1 Cor 13.2. 
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(178) For just as the man who is perfect and who possess- 
es all the virtues, having assumed each virtue in its totality, 
possesses perfect wisdom and perfect self-control, and so 
also piety and the other virtues,’® so, too, one might say that 
to possess all faith is to be perfect in the virtue of believing. 

(179) Now, I do not make these remarks in the strict 
sense, so that wisdom will be designated imperfect, or self- 
control, or piety, or the other virtues, but loosely so that 
even those who are progressing in each virtue are given the 
same name as the perfect virtue. 

(180) For in this manner one who errs in certain things 
so that he needs rebuke is said to be wise, not, in truth, if he 
hates those who rebuke him, but, indeed, rather if he loves 
them, as has been written, “Rebuke a wise man and he will 
love you. ”® 

(181) So also he is said to be wise, who is receptive of 
other doctrines of wisdom and does not yet possess the sec- 
ond doctrines, just as it is also said, “Give opportunity to a 
wise man and he will be wiser.” 

(182) But indeed, we have come to these matters to show 
that it is possible for one who already believes to learn cer- 
tain things that he may believe once more, and by means of 
additional teachings have his faith increased. 


Those Who Possess All Faith 


(183) Now, if we wish to know who it is who possesses all 
faith,’ let us assume as an example that the articles that 
save the believer by being believed are collectively, let us say, 
one hundred in number. And let us say that the one who ac- 
cepts these one hundred articles without doubt and firmly 
believes in each of them has all faith. The one, however, 
who is deficient in a certain number of the articles that save 
by being believed, or is deficient in his certainty about the 
articles that he believes, although he is a believer, falls short 


162. Origen is here expressing the Stoic ideal of the wise man, i.e. that 
the perfect man possesses all the virtues. 

163. Prv 9.8. 164. Prv 9.9. 

165. Cf. 1 Cor 13.2. 
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of possessing all faith to the extent that he is deficient in so 
many numbers, or so far as he has shrunk from certainty 
concerning either all or some of the articles believed. This 
is true even if, in the present example, it be granted that 
someone can believe some articles with certainty, and that 
he can believe in other articles, but not with certainty. Ad- 
mittedly, it would be granted that it is impossible to prove 
that the one who is imperfect in [one article] has no cer- 
tainty at all, because each of those of little faith,’® if I may so 
designate them according to the Scripture, and each of 
those who have not yet assumed certainty in respect to the 
articles which are believed, does not maintain an equal dis- 
tance from certainty in respect to the articles which are be- 
lieved. 

(184) Now it follows from these considerations, because 
of the saying, “Let it be done to you according to your 
faith,”’*’ and, “Faith has saved you,”’® that for each one sal- 
vation, too, turns out to be proportionate to the quantity 
and quality of his faith according to the recompense in the 
just judgment of God, if indeed there is some difference in 
this too among those who are saved, so that the statement, 
“With what measure you measure it will be measured to you 
again,” is applicable both to the measures of faith and to 
the measures of the recompense from God and salvation. 

(185) Now, he who has grasped the principle of these 
matters will see how reasonably the words, “Judge not that 
you may not be judged,”’” and, “Judge nothing before the 
time, until the Lord come,” are addressed to men inca- 
pable of judging. 

(186) Again, in turn, since I said, as an example, that if 
the articles that save by being believed are one hundred, the 
one who believes in all one hundred with certainty possesses 
all faith, but the one who is deficient in faith in respect to 
some of the hundred, or is deficient in certainty in respect 
to the articles that he believes, in one way or another does 


166. Cf. Mt 6.30; 8.26; Lk 12.28. 167. Cf. Mt 9.209. 
168. Cf. Mt 9.22. 16g. Cf. Lk 6.38. 
170. Mt 7.1. 171. 1 Cor 4.5. 
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not possess all faith, we will set forth the following things for 
the sake of clarity. 

(187) “First of all believe that God is one, who deiei all 
things, and fashioned them and made all things to exist out 
of what did not exist.”’” 

(188) And one must also believe that Jesus Christ is Lord, 
and believe in all the truth about him in relation to his di- 
vinity and humanity. 

(189) And one must also believe in the Holy Spirit, and 
that, because we possess free will, we are chastened for our 
sins, and rewarded for our good actions. 

(190) For instance, then, if someone, hypothetically, 
should seem to believe in Jesus, but should not believe that 
the God of the law and of the gospel is one, whose glory the 
heavens declare, since they were made by him, and the work 
of whose hands the firmament proclaims, since it is their 
work,” this person would be deficient in the greatest article 
of faith. 

(191) Or again, if someone believes that he who was cru- 
cified in the time of Pontius Pilate visited the world in re- 
spect to some holy and saving matter, but that he did not re- 
ceive his birth from the Virgin Mary and the Holy Spirit, but 
from Joseph and Mary, he would, even in this, be deficient 
in beliefs that are indispensable for possessing all faith.’ 

(192) And again, if someone should accept his divinity, 
but take offence at his humanity and believe that nothing 
human occurred concerning him, or that he did not receive 
substantive existence, he would, even in this, be deficient in 
beliefs that are not trivial for all faith.'’” 

(193) Or, on the contrary, if he should accept the human 
things about him, but reject the substantive existence of the 
Only-Begotten and Firstborn of all creation,’” this person 
too would not be able to say that he has all faith. 


172. Cf. Hermas, Shepherd, Mand. 1.1; Wis 1.14; Origen, Jo. 1.103 
(FOTC 80.55); princ. Praef. 4; 1.3.3. 

173. Cf. Ps 18.2. 

174. Origen’s reference is probably to heretical sects of Jewish Chris- 
tians, such as the Ebionites. Cf. a similar statement above at 20.260. 

175. The reference is to the views of the docetic Gnostics. 

176. Cf. Col 1.15. 
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(194) And so consider with me next, in order that we 
may perceive what a great thing it is to possess all faith with- 
out deficiency and with certainty, which, when all faith is in 
a man’s soul, can be so great that he can remove whatever 
mountains there are,'” that while all people are capable of 
removing the mountain pointed out by Jesus’” and those 
pointed out to him, if one is deficient in anything in all 
faith, he is deficient in the power to remove mountains. 

(195) We will also use the following example for these 
matters. Just as a set number of men have sufficient strength 
to drag a ship into the sea for the first time, but if they 
should lack even one of their co-workers, or the strength of 
one of them, the ship would not be launched, so all faith is 
like having many people removing mountains. One who is 
still imperfect in faith is deficient in the power to remove 
mountains to the extent that he is deficient in possessing all 
faith. 

(196) Consider if it has not been advantageous to exam- 
ine all these matters on account of Jesus’ statement to the 
disciples whose feet he washed, “T tell you this now before it 
comes to pass, that when it comes to pass you may believe 
that I am he,” since one who has not examined them might 
think he said this because they had not yet believed. At the 
same time, when the word is pondered, it shows how great 
the virtue related to all faith is, and that it is rarely found, 
and it shows how much each of us falls short of possessing 
all faith so as to remove mountains.” 

(197) In any case, believing is not negligible in relation 
to action; according to the words now before us, the 
prophets prophesied the things about Jesus, and in accor- 
dance with their word the things prophesied happened to 
the Savior. 


177. Cf. 1 Cor 13.2. 
178. Cf. Mt 21.21; Mk 11.23. 
179. Cf. 1 Cor 13.2. 
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Truly, truly I say to you, he who receives whomever I 
shall send receives me, and he who receives me receives 
him who sent me. (John 13.20) 


Apostles of Christ 


(198) Jesus sends not only saints, but also saints and an- 
gels; and he sends those who are called apostles because 
they are sent by him. 

(199) In addition, some of these are men, and others are 
higher powers. For we shall not err if we apply the name 
“apostle” also to these of whom it has been written, “They 
are all ministering spirits, sent to minister for them who will 
inherit salvation.” 

(200) For if they are apostles because they are sent, and 
they are all sent to minister by the one who makes “his an- 
gels spirit,'® and his ministers a flame of fire,” because 
they are ministering spirits, these too would be apostles of 
the one who sent them. And each one indeed who is sent by 
someone is an apostle of the one who sent him. 

(201) Wherefore it has also been said in the words above, 
after the statement, “A servant is not greater than his lord,” 
“nor an apostle greater than the one who sent him.” 

(202) In accordance with this, he will not err who says 
that John was an apostle of God because of the statement, 
“There was a man sent from God, whose name was John”;'™ 
as was also Isaias, because of the question, “Whom shall I 
send, and who will go to this people?” when he answered 
saying, “Here am I, send me.” 

(203) And why do I speak of these when in the Epistle to 
the Hebrews our Savior, too, who is so great, is said to be an 
apostle of the Father? For it is written, “Having, therefore, a 
great high priest and apostle Jesus Christ.”!* 

(204) And now, therefore, whomever the Savior sends to 


180. Heb 1.14. 

181. Preuschen prints the singular in his text and notes that the plural 
in M is a corrected reading. 

182. Heb 1.7; cf. Ps 103.4. 183. Jn 13.16. 

184. Jn 1.6. 185. Cf. Is 6.8. 

186. Cf. Heb 4.14; 3.1. 
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minister to the salvation of anyone, that person who is sent 
is an apostle of Jesus Christ. 

(205) But just as the apostle is an apostle of the one who 
sent him, so is he an apostle only to those to whom he is 
sent. 

(206) Paul, having this in mind, said, “Even if I am not an 
apostle to others, but at least I am to you, for you are the 
seal of my apostleship in the Lord. ”® 

(207) It is possible, therefore, for someone to be an apos- 
tle of Jesus Christ although he has been sent to one person 
only if, in the foreknowledge of God, he has ministered the 
word to one person only. 

(208) We say these things that we may see again the 
abundance of those called apostles of Jesus Christ. For Paul 
says, “They gave the right hand of fellowship to me and 
Barnabas, that we should go to the Gentiles, and they to the 
circumcision.” Paul, therefore, was an apostle to the Gen- 
tiles only, and Peter to all the circumcision. 

(209) Now, if someone of us should be considered wor- 
thy to become an apostle to one person perhaps, or to a few 
more, he becomes an apostle as the Apostle has presented 
it. 

(210) But if this should occur, let him not exalt himself, 
remembering the saying, “But for the rest, what is sought in 
stewards is that one be found faithful.” For what is sought 
is not necessarily found if it is sought. 

(211) We have made these remarks because of the saying, 
“He who receives whomever I shall send.” It is possible 
that as many as are sent by Jesus, even if they are not those 
whom we have been accustomed™! to call apostles, are such, 
and'® it is also possible that a being higher than human na- 
ture be sent by Jesus. 


187. Cf. 1 Cor 9.2. 

188. Gal 2.9. 

189. Cf. 1 Cor 4.2. 

190. I have followed Brooke’s punctuation in breaking the sentence 
here. Preuschen has only a comma. 

191. The text is tenuous in this section. Preuschen and Brooke have 
corrected the MS reading in different ways. I have followed Preuschen. 

192. I have omitted the conjunction “that” (61). 
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(212) He, therefore, who receives whom|[ever] Jesus may 
send, receives Jesus in the one sent, and he who receives 
Jesus receives the Father. Therefore, he who receives 
whomever Jesus may send receives the Father who sent 
Jesus. 

(213) The explanation, however, can also be as follows. 
“He who receives whomever I shall send, receives me,” and 
attains the point of having received me. He, however, who 
does not receive me through some apostle of mine, but con- 
tains me, since I am not served by men nor through men,” 
but sojourn in the souls of those who have prepared them- 
selves to receive me, receives the Father who sent me, since 
it is not I, the Christ, alone who am in him, but also the Fa- 
ther. 

(214) It is also possible, on the basis of these words, to 
consider their opposites. For he who receives whomever the 
son of the wicked one sends, receives the antichrist. And he 
who receives the son of the wicked one, since he has also re- 
ceived the antichrist as a word which pretends to be true 
and which falsely proclaims that it is justice, receives the 
wicked one himself. 

(215) Let us take heed, therefore, that as good money 
changers’ we may approve the ministry of the true [apos- 
tles] and reject the ministry of those who are false. 

(216) At this point, therefore, Jesus says, “He who re- 
ceives whomever I shall send, receives me; and he who re- 
ceives me receives him who sent me,” and, “He who sees me, 
sees him who sent me.”!” He has not said, however, ‘He who 
believes in you, believes in me,’ nor, ‘He who sees you, sees 
me.’ For he wishes us to receive his apostles, but not also to 
believe in them. 

(217) Let us, therefore, receive those who are sent to us 
by the Word, and let us receive the Word of God himself. 
But let us never receive an apostle of the antichrist and a 
false word. 


193. Cf. Gal 1.1. 
194. See above, Book 19.44. 


195. Jn 12.45. 
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When Jesus had said these things he was troubled in 
spirit, and he testified and said, Truly, truly I say to you, 
one of you shall betray me. (John 13.21) 


A Distinction Between “Soul” and “Spirit” 


(218) Earlier he had said, “Now is my soul troubled,” 
but now it is said, “When Jesus had said these things he was 
troubled in spirit.” I raise the following questions in relation 
to the passage. Why was it not said, “The spirit of Jesus is 
troubled,’ parallel to, “Now is my soul troubled,” or, “Now is 
my soul troubled,’ parallel to, “He was troubled in spirit”? I 
have dared modestly to raise these questions since I have no- 
ticed a distinction between soul and spirit in all Scripture. I 
observe that the soul is something intermediate and capa- 
ble of both virtue and evil,’” but the spirit of man that is in 
him is incapable of receiving things that are inferior, for the 
best things are said to be fruits of the spirit,” and not, as 
one might think, of the Holy Spirit, but of the human spirit. 

(219) For in contradistinction to this, the works of the 
flesh are said to be manifest,” all being blameworthy, since 
no work of the flesh is praiseworthy. 

(220) Only once hitherto have I found the spirit of an 
evil man said to be hardened by the Lord God. 

(221) For thus it has been written in Deuteronomy, “And 
Sehon the king of Hesebon did not wish us to pass through 
it, because the Lord God hardened his spirit, and he 
strengthened his heart to deliver him into your hands as in 
this day.” 

(222) The matters related to this, however, would more 
properly be examined in the books on Deuteronomy. 


Jesus Was Troubled in Spirit 


(223) It is proposed now, however, that we explain how, 
in respect to the previously mentioned words, “when Jesus 


196. Jn 12.27. 

197. Cf. princ. 2.6.5; 1.8.3; 2.8.4; 3.4.2. 
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had said these things he was troubled,” not his soul, nor in 
his soul, nor even of the spirit, but “in spirit.” That our ob- 
servation concerning the spirit, then, may not be useless, we 
must say that in the statement, “Now is my soul troubled,” 
the experience of trouble belonged to the soul, but in the 
statement, “Jesus was troubled in spirit,” which is the human 
spirit, the experience had come to the realm of the spirit. 

(224) For just as the saint lives in the spirit, which is the 
origin, while he lives, of every act and prayer and hymn to 
God, so everything he does, whatever it may be, he does in 
the spirit, even to the extent that if he suffers, he suffers in 
the spirit. 

(225) And if the saint does this, by how much more must 
we say these things of Jesus, the leader of the saints, whose 
human spirit in him, in that he has taken up the whole man, 
stirred up the other human elements in him? 

(226) And so “he was troubled in spirit” that he might 
testify and say with a divine oath, as it were, the “truly” in re- 
spect to the statement, “I say to you that one of you will be- 
tray me.” 

(227) For I think, when the spirit beheld that the devil 
had already put into the heart of Judas Iscariot, son of 
Simon, to betray the teacher, Jesus, having been enlight- 
ened on what was to be, was troubled, and since the trouble 
had come from knowledge in the spirit, which was also in a 
state of disturbance, “Jesus,” it is said, “was troubled in spir- 
it.” 

(228) But perhaps the flesh was troubled too according 
to one interpretation of the saying, “The flesh is weak.”” 
Now, Jesus was these things, of whom Gabriel had said to 
Mary, “And behold, you shall conceive in your womb, and 
you shall call his name Jesus. He will be great, and will be 
called Son of the Most High.” 


201. Jn 12.27. 
202. Cf. Mt 26.41; Mk 14.38. 
203. Cf. Lk 1.31-32. 
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“One of You Will Betray Me” 


(229) Now, you should note how, in the words being ex- 
amined, the verb “he testified,” has reference to the state- 
ment, “One of you will betray me.” 

(230) For this too, which is said and prophesied to the 
disciples about Judas, the “one” of them, was an equivocal 
testimony,” I think, in relation to what is meant by testifying 
and dying on behalf of religion. 

(231) For I do not think the verb “he testified” means the 
same thing when the verb from which the witness [martyr] 
of God and of his Christ is derived is meant, and now when 
it is referred to the statement, “One of you will betray me.”” 

(232) Further, as I am able, I also give attention to the 
phrase “one of you” which is referred to Judas. Does it mean 
that he has fallen from the apostolic order in which he too, 
being once in a condition similar to the other disciples, was 
exalted? 

(233) For this is how I understand the statement, “Be- 
hold Adam has become as one of us,” since it is said there, 
neither ‘as we,’ nor ‘as I,’ but because of the one who had 
fallen from blessedness, “as one of us.” [And the phrase], 
“as one” seems to me to agree also with the statement, “But 
you indeed die as men,”” and fall like one of the princes.” 
For of the many who are princes, one has fallen, with whom 
sinners fall in close imitation of his fall. 

(234) For just as that one who partook of deity has fallen, 
so too have those to whom the Word says, “I have said, you 
are gods and all sons of the Most High,” fallen from 
blessedness and, although they were not originally men, 
they die as men, and fall as one of the princes. 

(235) I also think that what is said is said marvelously 
with the following meaning. He who betrays me is not alien 


204. Cf. Aristotle, Cat. 1. 

205. For the construction of this sentence, cf. Jo. 1.215 (FOTC 80.76). 

206. Gn 3.22. 
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from my disciples, and he is not even one of the many disci- 
ples, but he is one of the apostles honored by my choice. 

(236) There are many, therefore, who condemn Jesus 
and say, “Crucify him, crucify him,” and, “Away with such a 
one from the earth.”*” 

(237) But to betray him was the work of one who had 
seen and observed him; for because he was acquainted with 
him as a teacher of such great and numerous teachings, 
which he had heard in private with the apostles, and be- 
cause he knew him as Lord, when he betrayed him he be- 
trayed his greatness, which he had known, something that 
one who had not beheld his greatness could not have done. 

(238) For he betrayed the great one, not insofar as he is 
great, since he did not see him insofar as he is great; but 
when he had learned how great he was and had become a 
hearer of the greatness of the wisdom and reason and grace 
in him, and then betrayed him, he betrayed all his greatness 
insofar as he perceived it. 

(229) For this reason it would have been better for him if 
he had not been born,” whether birth be understood of re- 
generation, as one might understand it at a deeper level, or 
even in the more common way. He who wishes to free him- 
self from the problems associated with this subject, and has 
learned by investigation that for whom it is better, it is better 
when he exists, and having assumed that it would not be bet- 
ter for him if he did not exist, will return rather to the sec- 
ond interpretation and accept it as correct. 


The disciples looked at one another, doubting of whom 
he spoke. (John 13.22) 


Judas Did Not Belong Totally to Evil 
(240) If Judas’ evil had been obvious to Jesus’ disciples it 
would have been known who was to betray the teacher, since 
Jesus had said, “One of you will betray me.™”” But now the 


210. Lk 23.21. 211. Acts 22.22. 
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disciples look “at one another, doubting of whom he spoke.” 

(241) Perhaps indeed the apostles were ashamed to sus- 
pect anything wicked of Judas because of his previous wor- 
thy deeds. It may have been, too, that Judas did not belong 
totally to evil, even though the devil had already put it in his 
heart that Judas Iscariot, son of Simon, should betray him.” 
It was because there was still a remnant of good choice in 
him that, when he saw that Jesus was condemned when 
“they bound him and lead him away and delivered him to 
Pilate the governor,” he repented and returned the thirty 
pieces of silver to the chief priests and elders, saying, “I have 
sinned in betraying innocent blood.”'* When they replied, 
“What is that to us? You see to it,” Judas, who loved money, 
threw the money down and “went and hanged himself.” 
He did not even wait to see the end of Jesus’ judgment be- 
fore Pilate. 

(242) In Judas’ case neither was his repentance without 
error, nor his evil unmixed with something better. For had 
his repentance been pure, even as that of the thief when he 
said, “Remember me, Jesus, when you come in your king- 
dom,”® he would have approached the Savior and would 
have done what was in his power to make atonement for the 
treason that had already taken place. 

(243) On the other hand, if he had cast the thought of 
good from his soul completely, he would not have repented 
when he saw that Jesus was condemned, but in addition 
would have accused him and added words proper to his 
treason. 

(244) And furthermore, as a lover of money, he would 
have enjoyed the thirty pieces of silver that he received, “the 
price of him who had been priced,”” and would not have 
been willing to reject the money. He would not have re- 
turned it to the chief priests and elders, nor would he have 
confessed before those very men, on the one hand accusing 


214. Cf. Jn 13.2. 215. Mt 27.2. 
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218. Mt 27.5. 219. Cf. Lk 23.42. 


220. Mt 27.0. 


388 ORIGEN 


himself, [but on the other], praising the teacher in the 
statement, “I have sinned in betraying just blood.”*" 

(245) But also, it was none other who made Judas hang 
himself than the one who had put it into his heart to betray 
the Savior. He gave place indeed to the devil on both 
counts. 

(246) I have investigated these subjects as fully as I was 
able, partly to show those who think that Judas was inca- 
pable by nature of receiving salvation that he was not such, 
and partly to explain that the disciples had good reason 
when, at the Lord’s word, they “looked at one another, 
doubting of whom he spoke.””” 

(247) But it is enough to quote also a prophetic text 
from the fortieth Psalm which proves that Judas was holy 
and changed for the worse, since it is written, “For even the 
man of my peace, in whom I hoped, who eats my bread, has 
kicked powerfully against me.””” 

(248) In addition, the following statement, which has ref- 
erence to him, makes it clear that he was not originally an 
enemy. “If an enemy had reviled me, I would have borne 
it.” 224 

(249) Furthermore the words, “If he who hated me had 
boasted, I would have been hidden from him,” show that 
he once loved Jesus; and he also anticipated being of equal 
spirit with him, since it is written, “But you, a man of equal 
spirit, my guide and companion.” 

(250) And you would also find numerous other state- 
ments that will show that the disciples, with good reason, 
“looked at one another, doubting of whom he spoke.” 


The Disciples Doubt Themselves 
(251) Luke has recorded that when the Savior said, “But 
behold the hand of him who betrays me is with me on the 
table; the Son of Man goes according to that which is deter- 
mined for him, but woe to that man by whom he is be- 
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trayed,”””’ the disciples “began to discuss among themselves 
which of them, then, it might be who was to do this.””* For 
they discussed it, “doubting of whom he spoke.” 

(252) Now, according to Luke it does not appear that 
each one also suspected himself; but according to Matthew 
and Mark even this is presented. 

(253) For Matthew says, “And being exceedingly trou- 
bled, they began to say, Is it I, Lord?””” 

(254) And Mark says, “They began to be troubled, and to 
say to him one by one, Is it I? And another, Is it I?” °° 

(255) For they remembered, I think, being men, that the 
choice of those still advancing is changeable and susceptible 
to willing the opposite to what it formerly preferred. 

(256) But perhaps, too, since they had learned with what 
powers we wrestle,’ they were cautious because of the un- 
certainty in men, lest perhaps they be overcome and take 
upon themselves even the betrayal of their teacher. 

(257) For even Peter did not intend to deny Jesus when 
he strongly affirmed, “Although all shall be scandalized in 
you, I will not be scandalized.”” But he was overcome by the 
spirit of deceit and denied him three times before the cock 
crow. 

(258) Such words teach us, “Let him who stands take 
heed lest he fall,” and “Boast not for tomorrow for you do 
not know what the coming day will bring forth.”** It may be 
too that the statement, “The disciples looked at one anoth- 
er,” makes something like what follows clear to one who has 
a more simple understanding. Each one, so far as human 
nature is able, looked into the choice of the other, raising 
the question if the soul that had done such things and was 
so disposed in respect to the unerring teacher, seeing that 
he had testified truly when he said, “Truly, truly I say to you 
that one of you will betray me,”* can be turned aside so far, 
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and forget the teachings of the teacher, even to the point of 
betraying him. 

(259) For the phrase about the disciples, “doubting of 
whom he spoke,” is vivid. For they were unable to conceive 
of whom this had been said, and were in doubt about it, and 
found nothing clear either to think or say. 


There was leaning on Jesus’ breast one of his disciples, 
whom Jesus loved. Simon Peter, therefore, beckons to 
this man and says to him, Tell me who it is of whom he 
speaks. He leaned on Jesus’ breast and said to him, Lord, 
who is it? Jesus, therefore answered, It is he with whom 
I shall dip the morsel. Therefore, when he dipped the 
morsel, he took it and gave to Judas Iscariot, son of 
Simon, and after the morsel then Satan entered him. 
Therefore, Jesus says to him, What you do, do quickly. 
But no one of those reclining knew why he said this to 
him. For some thought, since Judas had the money 
box, that Jesus was saying to him, Buy what we need 
for the feast, or that he should give something to 
the poor. (John 13.23-20) 


The Disciple Whom Jesus Loved 


(260) It is likely that the one reclining on Jesus’ breast, 
one of the disciples whom Jesus loved, was John, who wrote 
the Gospel. For at the end of the Gospel it is written, “Peter 
turned and saw the disciple whom Jesus loved following, 
who also leaned on Jesus’ breast at the supper, and said, 
Lord, who 1s it who betrays you? Therefore when Peter saw, 
he said to Jesus, Lord, and what about this man? Jesus says 
to him, If I wish him to remain until I come, what is that to 
you? You follow me. Therefore the word went out to the 
brethren that that disciple was not going to die. But Jesus 
did not say to him that he was not going to die, but, If I wish 
him to remain until I come, what is that to you? ””® 

(261) Now, that this disciple was John who wrote the 
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Gospel is clear from the words which are added, which go as 
follows, “This is the disciple who also testifies of these 
things, who wrote these things. ”®” 

(262) But observe in both passages in the Gospel how 
Peter, since he is bolder and inclined towards him, in the 
one passage, “beckons to him and says, Tell me who it is of 
whom Jesus says he will betray him,” and in the other pas- 
sage, when he saw him following,” because he thought him 
superior to the rest, asks Jesus about him, “Lord, and what 
about this man?”” He wants to learn John’s end along with 
knowing the things about himself, namely that when he 
grows old he will stretch out his hands and another will gird 
him and carry him where he does not wish. 

(263) But if the words that Jesus spoke were spirit and 
not letter, there is life in their entirety, and no death at all, 
and if, in imitation of him, the disciple whom he loved 
records spirit and life, we must hear the statement, “There 
was leaning on Jesus’ breast one of his disciples” in a man- 
ner worthy of the honor which it is fitting to give the Son of 
God, and of the one loved by him to receive. 


The Bosom of Jesus 


(264) I think that if indeed John was at that time reclin- 
ing symbolically on the bosom of Jesus, having been consid- 
ered worthy of this privilege because he was judged worthy 
of remarkable love from the teacher, this symbolism shows 
that John, by reclining on the Word and resting on more 
mystical things, was reclining in the bosom of the Word, 
analogous also to the Word being in the bosom of the Fa- 
ther, according to the statement, “The only-begotten God, 
who is in the bosom of the Father, he has declared him. ”® 

(265) And unless we take the following statement in a 
more lowly manner, “And it came to pass that the poor man 
died and was carried by the angels into the bosom of Abra- 
ham,” we shall understand some such thing also about the 
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bosom of Abraham. If we interpret’® it in this way, we will 
have to make a defense against the difficulty that arises from 
ignorance of the Scripture, which has been mentioned by 
the one who wanted to reject our interpretation of the rich 
man and poor man. For if Lazarus were reclining in the 
bosom of Abraham, he says, then before he died another 
would have been in the bosom of Abraham, and before that 
one, another. 

(266) But he also says the poor man will get up to make 
room when another just man expires. For he who raises dif- 
ficulties concerning these matters has not beheld the bosom 
of Abraham, and the fact that it is possible for tens of thou- 
sands to rest in the bosom of Abraham at the same time, 
sharing in the things that have been revealed to him. 

(267) But if you shall demand that we cite another pas- 
sage from Scripture which contains the word “bosom,” 
come, let us examine how the Lord said to Moses, “Again 
put your hand into your bosom. And he put his hand into 
his bosom and brought it out of his bosom, and his hand 
was leprous as snow. And he said, Put your hand into your 
bosom. And he put his hand into his bosom, and brought it 
out of his bosom, and it was again restored to the color of 
his flesh.” 

(268) It is difficult to see what this sign can symbolize for 
us. But since we must not stop seeking, and must deliver to 
the reader what occurs to us as an interpretation, we will say 
that in many passages the hand is a symbol of deeds. Now 
the bosom of Moses has two meanings. The first, in accor- 
dance with the sense of the letter, makes the deed of the 
doer like snow, as it says in the Hebrew, and leprous. The 
second, however, in accordance with the spiritual law, shows 
that the conduct is pure, and that it is restored to the will of 
the nature of the Word. 

(269) Observe that it is added to these words, “If they 
should not believe you, nor hear the voice of the first sign, 
they will believe the voice of your second sign.” For he 
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who did not believe in the interpretation of the letter be- 
cause of the loftiness of his mind, believes in the spiritual in- 
terpretation of the law. 

(270) But if someone should not believe in these two 
signs, in the first, that makes the deed leprous, and in the 
second that restores it to the natural state, the water be- 
comes blood for him. 

(271) For it is written, “And it shall be, if they should not 
believe in these two signs, nor hear your voice, you shall 
take from the water of the river and pour it out upon the 
dry ground, and the water which you took from the river 
will be blood on the dry ground.” 

(272) Now, notice also that in the case of this sign it is no 
longer said, “they will believe you,” or, “they will not be- 
lieve.” 

(273) For it is made clear that the water taken from the 
river becomes blood for the one who did not believe in 
these two signs and who cannot enjoy the fresh water of the 
Word because of his unbelief. 

(274) But indeed, since we have ascertained in the pas- 
sage more than what is necessary concerning the bosom of 
Jesus, let us return to the task at hand and, since we have 
learned that he whom Jesus loved was reclining in the 
bosom of Jesus, let us do all things that we may be reckoned 
in his choice love; for in this way shall we too recline in the 
bosom of Jesus. But Simon Peter beckons to the beloved dis- 
ciple, and not being satisfied with beckoning, says to him, 
“Tell me who it is of whom he speaks.” 

(275) Now, beckoning is taken as slander in Proverbs, for 
the wicked man “beckons with his eyes,” it says, “and makes 
signs with his foot, and teaches with signs of his fingers, and 
devises evil with his perverse heart,”*” and, “He who beck- 
ons with his eyes deceitfully gathers griefs for men.” For 
this reason, therefore, we must say that it is not beckoning 
that is wicked, but beckoning with the eye, which means to 
turn the eye aside and not to look straight; to beckon deceit- 


246. Ex 4.9. 247. Cf. Prv 6.19-14. 
248. Prv 10.10. 


394 ORIGEN 


fully is also blameworthy. Peter’s act, however, was to beckon 
out of his eagerness for knowledge, and subsequent to such 
beckoning, to say to his fellow-disciple, since he was more 
intimate with the teacher, “Tell me who it is of whom he 
speaks.” 

(276) For he wished, perhaps, to perceive the mystery 
concerning Judas’ betrayal of Jesus. That Peter might learn 
this, John, although he formerly reclined on Jesus’ bosom, 
moved up and leaned on his breast. 

(277) Perhaps he would not have delivered the word that 
John or Peter wished to learn to one who did not lean on 
his breast, but continued to recline on his bosom. 

(278) Therefore, although he formerly reclined in Jesus’ 
bosom, but later leaned on Jesus’ breast, the genuine disci- 
ple of Jesus is characterized in the final words of the Gospel 
by the second act, since it is greater and superior. 

(279) For it is written, “Peter turned and saw the disciple 
whom Jesus loved following, who also leaned on his breast at 
the supper, and said, Lord, who is it who betrays you?” For 
it is not written, ‘Who was reclining on Jesus’ bosom.’ 


“It Is He with Whom I Shall Dip the Morsel” 


(280) But let us also see what the Lord said when he an- 
swered. “He it is,” he says, “with whom I shall dip the morsel 
and give it to him.” Jesus said this, then, and “when he had 
dipped the morsel, he took it and gave it to Judas, son of 
Simon Iscariot.” 

(281) And after the morsel, then Satan entered him. He 
had not been able to enter earlier, not even at the moment 
he put it into his heart that Judas Iscariot, son of Simon, 
should betray him. 

(282) For I think it was necessary, by the gift of the 
morsel to take back that better gift from the unworthy man, 
which he seemed to have, for even what he seems to have 
will be taken from him who does not have.” 

(283) Judas, therefore, when he had been removed, be- 


249. Jn 21.20. 
250. Cf. Mt 25.29; Lk 8.18. 


COMMENTARY ON JOHN, BOOK 32 395 


cause he was unworthy, from the greater gift of the one who 
addressed him, admitted the entrance of Satan into himself. 

(284) Now, as an example, to understand how the Lord 
gave a morsel to Judas, and Judas then laid aside something 
better that was in him, perhaps even peace, which returns to 
the speaker from the one who hears it and does not accept 
it, according to the words, “If there be a son of peace there, 
your peace shall rest upon him, but if there is not a son of 
peace there, your peace shall return to you,” we shall 
quote the following words from the Second Epistle to the 
Corinthians, “Let your abundance supply their want, that 
also their abundance may supply your want.””” 

(285) For when you have perceived the exchange of 
earthly things for spiritual in these words, you will be able to 
see how he gave a morsel to the one unworthy of bread, that 
by means of the morsel he might take peace away from him 
since he was unworthy of continuing to hear the words, “For 
even the man of my peace” (“for let him that is filthy be 
filthy still”***). Once his peace was removed, the one who was 
watching for opportunities to enter his soul [entered] Judas, 
who also gave him a place to enter.*” 

(286) Now observe at the same time that Satan did not 
enter Judas earlier, but only put it into his heart “that Judas 
Iscariot, son of Simon, should betray the teacher.” Accord- 
ing to what is now being examined, he entered him after 
the morsel. 

(287) Wherefore, let us also be on guard that the devil 
may not put it into our heart by one of his fiery darts,”” for if 
he does this, he afterwards watches to enter himself. 

(288) But someone may ask why it is not written, ‘It is he 
to whom I shall give the morsel,’ but is instead written with 
the addition, “I shall dip.” For he says, “I shall dip the 
morsel and give it.” 

(289) And “when he had dipped the morsel he took it 
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and gave it to Judas Iscariot, son of Simon.” As in such pas- 
sages, note if you can say that the pure bread is undipped 
and is nourishing in itself, but the morsel that was given to 
Judas was neither bread nor an undipped morsel, but one 
that had been dipped by him who could withdraw from his 
soul the tincture of the Word that was in it for a while, so 
that after the morsel Satan might enter him. 

(290) Now I would investigate, as related to this, that 
statement from the Gospel according to Matthew, “He who 
dips his hand with me in the dish, he will betray me,” and 
that from the Gospel according to Mark, “He who dips with 
me in the dish,”” and that also from the Gospel according 
to Luke, although he does not mention the word “dipped,” 
but insofar as he says, at least, “But behold, the hand of my 
betrayer is with me on the table.” 

(291) Those much wiser than me may discover the true 
explanation of this, but I offer a conjecture. Perhaps Judas’ 
shamelessness is manifest even in this, since he neither hon- 
ors the teacher by eating with him, nor does he give place to 
him in respect of dipping into the dish, as the others gave 
place. 

(292) Wherefore, none of those dipped a hand into the 
dish with him, but this man, who was not worthy to dip with 
them, dipped with him, because he wished to have equality 
with him, although he should have given place to him in re- 
spect of pre-eminence. 

(293) Perhaps, then, this statement too pertains to the 
same man, “But behold the hand of my betrayer is with me 
on the table.” But also, to be polite at certain times and to 
encourage young men concerning the honor of elders at a 
banquet, one will use this saying to mean that they not 
reach their hand with the elders. For this also has been writ- 
ten, “Reach not with him in the dish.” 

(294) Although we are not unaware of the [possible] 
opinion, by those who hear these words, that this is a curi- 


258. Cf. Mt 26.23. 259. Mk 14.20. 
260. Lk 22.21. 261. Lk 22.21. 
262. Cf. Sir 31.14. 
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ous investigation and a defense incapable of convincing the 
hearer to appropriate it, we have ventured these remarks be- 
cause we think it is better to test all things than to pass any- 
thing by untested that has been written. 


“What You Do, Do Quickly” 


(295) When Satan had entered Judas, however, it says, 
“Jesus says to him, What you do, do quickly.” Now it is am- 
biguous to whom the expression “to him” refers, since the 
Lord could have said either to Judas himself, or to Satan, 
“What you do, do quickly,” thus summoning the opponent 
to the battle, or summoning the betrayer to render his ser- 
vice to the economy [of suffering] that was to bring salva- 
tion to the world. He no longer wished this economy to be 
imminent, nor to tarry, but as much as possible, to hasten. 
He was not afraid, as some think, who have not understood 
in what way he says, “Father, if it is possible, let this cup 
pass,” but, if I may put it this way, he stripped down for the 
contest most confidently. 

(296) Now, I also think the twenty-sixth Psalm prophesies 
of the person of the Savior precisely at the time of his Pas- 
sion, and also of the evil one, with all his forces, when he 
struggles against him. He sees these forces equipped and 
prepared for combat against him, when “the kings of the 
earth were present, and the princes were gathered together, 
against the Lord, and against his Christ,” and he says, 
“The Lord is my light, and the Lord is my Savior, whom shall 
I fear? The Lord is the protector of my life, of whom shall I 
be afraid? When the wicked draw near against me to devour 
my flesh, those who afflict me and my enemies themselves 
have grown weak and fallen. If a company of soldiers be 
drawn up against me, my heart will not fear. If war arise 
against me, in this I hope.” 

(297) But none of those reclining knew why the state- 
ment, “What you do, do quickly,” which was said either to 
Satan or to Judas, was made. 


263. Cf. Mt 26.39, and Cels. 2.24. 264. Ps 2.2. 
265. Cf. Ps 26.1-3. 
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(298) For some, because the feast of the Pasch was immi- 
nent, thought he said to the one who had the money-box 
for expenses and gifts for the needs of the poor, that he 
should buy what was needed for the feast, or give some of 
what had been collected to the poor.” 

(299) For Jesus did not say this, but when he beheld the 
one who entered and the one who received him, and the 
whole plot against him, he stripped down for the fight, and 
in order to prevail against the wicked one for the salvation 
of men, he said, “What you do, do quickly.” 


Therefore when he had received the morsel, he went out 
immediately; and it was night. (John 13.30) 


It Is Not Said That Judas Ate the Morsel 


(300) The Savior said to Judas, “What you do, do quick- 
ly,” and now in this alone the betrayer obeys the teacher. 
For when he had received the morsel, he neither hesitated 
nor tarried, but as it is written, “He went out immediately” 
to do quickly the work of betrayal in accordance with Jesus’ 
command. 

(301) And “he went out” truly, for he not only went out 
of the house in which the supper was held, according to the 
simpler meaning, but he also went out from Jesus in a final 
sense, analogous to the statement, “They went out from 
us. 2268 

(302) I think that Satan, who entered Judas after the 
morsel, could not bear to be in the same place with Jesus, 
for there is no “concord between Christ and Belial.” 

(303) But unless I am conducting a useless investigation, 
you yourself also will give attention to why the words, “and 
ate,” are not added to the phrase, “when he had received 
the morsel.” 

(304) For where the Word wishes, he adds also “to eat” to 
the phrase to “receive,” as it is written in the case of the 


266. Cf. Jn 13.29. 267. Jn 13.27. 
268. Cf. 1 Jn 2.19. 269. 2 Cor 6.15. 
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bread of blessing that Jesus said to his disciples, “Take, 
eat.” 

(305) Did Judas, then, not eat when he had received the 
morsel? Come then, although there will appear to be no 
agreement between what will be said and what was said pre- 
viously, let us examine the matters according to the passage, 
while what is read determines what we must accept of the 
things that are said. 

(306) Jesus, it says, “dipped the morsel.” It is clear that 
he took it after he had left it in the dish, for this is the way 
you will understand the words, “therefore when he had 
dipped the morsel,” in order that the verb “to take” not be 
superfluous. 

(307) Then it is said that “he gave it to Judas, son of 
Simon Iscariot. And after the morsel, then Satan entered 
him.”” “After the morsel,” therefore, which perhaps was not 
eaten by Judas, Satan entered Judas because he anticipated 
the usefulness of the morsel, lest Judas be benefitted by 
Jesus’ gift of the morsel. 

(308) For it had beneficial power for the one who used it; 
but he who once put it into his heart to betray the teacher, 
fearing lest what was put in fall out of the recipient through 
the use of the morsel, anticipated this and entered Judas at 
the same time as he received the morsel, when also the 
statement was made, “What you do, do quickly.” Judas, 
therefore, when he had received the morsel, “went out im- 
mediately.” 

(309) Consequently, it might be said in relation to this 
passage, and not without persuasion, that just as he who eats 
the bread of the Lord or drinks his cup unworthily eats and 
drinks to judgment,” the one supernatural” power in the 
bread and in the cup producing what is better when the un- 
derlying disposition is better, but producing judgment when 


270. Mt 26.26. The Greek verb is the same here (“to take”) as that ren- 
dered “to receive” earlier in the paragraph. 

271. Cf. Jn 13.26. 272. In 13.26-27. 

273. Cf. 1 Cor 11.27—29. 

274. This is Gégler’s understanding of xpeittwv here. 
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it is worse, so the morsel from Jesus was of the same kind 
with that which was also given to the rest of the apostles with 
the statement, “Take, eat.” To the others it was for salva- 
tion, but to Judas it was for judgment, because Satan en- 
tered him after the morsel. 

(310) Let the simple understand the bread and the cup 
according to the more common interpretation concerning 
the Eucharist, but let those who have learned to hear in a 
deeper way understand them in accordance with the 
promise that is more excellent and concerns the nourishing 
word of truth. It is as if I had said, as an example, that the 
bread that is most nourishing in the physical sense will in- 
crease the underlying fever, but on the other hand, it re- 
stores one to health and vigor. 

(311) Wherefore, frequently, when the true word is given 
to a soul that is sick and is not in need of such food, it af- 
flicts that soul, and causes its condition to worsen. Conse- 
quently, it is dangerous to speak even the truth.” 

(312) Now I have said these things [because of] the 
morsel that Jesus dipped and “gave to Judas Iscariot, son of 
Simon.”’” We have discussed the subject from each side. 
Must we say that he ate the morsel after he received it? Or, 
was he prevented by Satan who entered Judas? 


“And It Was Night” 


(313) But if we must also examine the statement, “And it 
was night,” so that it has not been interjected in vain by the 
Evangelist, we must say that the perceptible night at that 
time was symbolical, being an image of the night that was in 
Judas’ soul when Satan, the darkness that lies over the 
abyss,” entered him. “For God called the darkness night,”” 
of which night, indeed, Paul says we are not children, nor of 
darkness, when he says, “Therefore, brothers we are not of 


275. Mt 26.26. 

276. See our note above, Book 20, fn. 7. 
277. C£ Jn 13.26. 

278. Cf. Gn 1.2. 

279. Cf. Gn 1.5. 
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the night, nor of darkness,” and, “But let us who are of the 
day be sober.”*" 

(314) There was no night, therefore, but brightest day, 
for those who allowed their feet to be washed by Jesus, who 
were cleansed and allowed the filth on the feet of their soul 
to be cast aside. And there was no night par excellence in 
the one who reclined on Jesus’ breast, for Jesus loved him,” 
and destroyed all darkness with his love. 

(315) Nor was there night in Peter when he confessed, 
“You are the Christ, the Son of the living God,”® when the 
heavenly Father revealed it to him, but there was night in 
him too at the moment of his denial.” 

(316) And in the present instance, moreover, when Judas 
received the morsel [and] went out immediately, night was 
present in him at the time he went out, for the man whose 
name is “Sunrise”” was not present with him because he left 
“the sun of justice”® behind when he went out. And Judas, 
who was filled with darkness, pursued Jesus; but the dark- 
ness and the one who had taken it up did not apprehend 
the light that was pursued.” 

(317) Wherefore, also, when he said as a word of justifica- 
tion, “I have sinned because I betrayed just blood,”** and 
“went and hanged himself,” Satan, who was in him, led 
him to the noose and hung him, at which time the devil also 
touched his soul. For Judas was not such that the Lord could 
say to the devil on his behalf what he said on Job’s behalf, 
“But touch not his soul.” 


280. Cf. 1 Thes 5.4, 5. 

281.1 Thes 5.8. 

282. Cf. Jn 13.23. 

283. Mt 16.16. 

284. Cf. Mt 26.69-74. 

285. Cf. Zec 6.12. The word is "AvatOAn, and can also mean the east, 
i.e. the place where the sun rises. 

286. Mal 3.20 (LXX; 4.2 Douay). 

287. Cf. Jn 1.5. 

288. Cf. Mt 27.4. 

289. Mt 27.5. 
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When, therefore, he went out Jesus said, Now is the 

Son of Man glorified, and God is glorified in him. If 

God be glorified in him, God will also glorify him in 

himself, and he will glorify him immediately. 
(John 13.31-32) 
“Now Is the Son of Man Glorified” 

(318) Judas’ departure, along with Satan who had en- 
tered him, from the place where Jesus was marked the be- 
ginning of the glorification of the Son of Man after the glo- 
ries in his signs and wonders and that in the transfiguration. 

(319) This is why the Lord said, “Now is the Son of Man 
glorified.” In addition the Savior also said, “If I be lifted up 
from the earth, I will draw all men to myself,”™ showing “by 
what death he would glorify God,” for he also glorified 
God in dying. 

(320) This is why he says, “Now is the Son of Man glori- 
fied,” at the time the beginning of the economy [of suffer- 
ing] wherein Jesus was to die was actualized, when Judas had 
gone out after the morsel to transact his business against 
Jesus. 

(221) Then, because it is not possible that the Christ be 
glorified if the Father is not glorified in him, the statement, 
“And God is glorified in him,” is added to the words, “Now 
is the Son of Man glorified.” 

(322) But the glory that resulted from his death for men 
did not belong to the only-begotten Word, which by nature 
does not die, nor to wisdom and truth, nor any of the other 
titles that are said to belong to the divine aspects in Jesus, 
but belonged to the man who was also the Son of Man born 
of the seed of David according to the flesh. 

(323) For this reason he said earlier, “Now you seek to 
kill me, a man who has spoken the truth to you.” In the 
words we are examining, however, he says, “Now is the Son 
of Man glorified.” 

(324) Now I think God also highly exalted this man when 


291. Jn 12.32. 292. Jn 21.19. 
293. Cf. Rom 1.3. 294. Cf. Jn 8.40. 
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he became obedient “unto death, and the death of a 
cross.” For the Word in the beginning with God, God the 
Word,” was not capable of being highly exalted. 

(325) But the high exaltation of the Son of Man which 
occurred when he glorified God in his own death consisted 
in the fact that he was no longer different from the Word, 
but was the same with him. 

(326) For if “he who is joined to the Lord is one spirit,””” 
so that it is no longer said that “they are two” even in the 
case of this man and the spirit, might we not much more say 
that the humanity of Jesus became one with the Word when 
he who did not consider “equality with God™™”® something to 
be grasped was highly exalted? The Word, however, re- 
mained in his own grandeur, or was even restored to it, 
when he was again with God, God the Word being man. 

(327) But if Jesus glorified God in death, and “when he 
had despoiled the principalities and powers, he exposed 
them confidently, having triumphed in the cross,” and, 
“having made peace through the blood of his cross, whether 
in respect to the things on earth or the things in heaven,” 

. ©"! for in all these the Son of Man was glorified, and God 
was glorified in him. 

(328) Now, since he who is glorified is glorified by some- 
one, you will ask who this is in the statement, “The Son of 
Man is glorified.” You will ask the same thing also in the 
statement, “God is glorified in him.” 

(329) Now, for the sake of clarity, let us give careful atten- 
tion to what is said in the first proposition, “Now is the Son 
of Man glorified”; and in the second, “And God is glorified 
in him”; and in the third, which is a conditional 
proposition” as follows, “If God be glorified in him, God 


295. Phil 2.8. 296. Cf. Jn 1.1. 
297. Cf. 1 Cor 6.17. 298. Phil 2.6. 
299. Cf. Col 2.15. 300. Col 1.20. 


301. The main verb is lacking in the sentence. 

302. Origen here employs a technical term from Stoic logic, vvn- 
uévov, which Mates, Stoic Logic, 135, defines as “a molecular proposition 
compounded by means of the connective ‘if? ” The same word occurs 
twice in the following sentence in paragraph 330. 
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will also glorify him in himself”; and in the fourth, “And he 
will glorify him immediately.” 

(330) One might perhaps construe this latter proposi- 
tion aS a conjunctive proposition which is the conse- 
quent™ of the conditional proposition, so that the condi- 
tional begins after” the proposition, “God is glorified in 
him,” and concludes with the conjunctive proposition, “And 
God will glorify him in himself, and he will glorify him im- 
mediately.” 


The Meaning of “Glory” 


Now we must turn our attention to the noun “glory,” 
which is not used with reference to an indifferent entity, in 
the way some of the Greeks take it,*” wherefore they define 
glory to be approval by the multitude. It is clear that the 
noun is used of something over and above this from the fol- 
lowing words in Exodus. 

(331) “And the tabernacle was filled with the glory of the 
Lord. And Moses was not able to enter the tabernacle of tes- 
timony because the cloud overshadowed it and the taberna- 
cle was filled with the glory of the Lord.”*” 

(332) The following has also been recorded in the Third 
Book of Kings. “And it came to pass when the priests came 
out of the sanctuary, and the cloud filled the house of the 
Lord. 


303. OVLMAOKHV is another technical term of Stoic logic which, accord- 
ing to Mates, Stoic Logic, 135, refers to “a molecular proposition com- 
pounded by means of the connective ‘and.’” On Origen’s argument in this 
section, see my discussion in R. E. Heine, “Stoic Logic as Handmaid,” JTS 
n.s. 44 (1993): 110-17. 

304. Ahyovtt, another term from Stoic logic. See Mates, Stoic Logic, 134. 

305. ano, lit.: “from,” i.e. the conditional begins from the end of this 
proposition. 

306. I have followed Brooke in putting a full stop here. Preuschen has 
only a comma. There is, however, a rather abrupt change of subject at this 
point. 

307. The Stoics classed 56&0 (“glory,” “reputation”) among indifferent 
things (see D. L. 7.104 and SVF I.190). See B. Neuschafer, Origenes als 
Philologe. SBA 1 and 2. (Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt, 1987), 150-51, 406-7. 


308. Ex 40.34~35. 


COMMENTARY ON JOHN, BOOK 32 405 


(333) “And the priests could not stand ministering” be- 
fore the cloud, because the glory of the Lord filled the 
house.”*° _ 

(334) The following things have also been said of Moses’ 
glory in Exodus. “And when Moses descended from the 
mountain, and the two tablets of the covenant were in 
Moses’ hands; and when he descended from the mountain 
Moses also did not know that the appearance of his facial 
skin had been glorified while he spoke with him. And Aaron 
and all the sons of Israel saw Moses, and the appearance of 
his facial skin had been glorified. And they were afraid to 
come near him.”*" 

(335) This meaning of glory is also revealed in the 
Gospel according to Luke in the words, “And while he 
prayed the appearance of his face became different, and his 
garment was changed and became gleaming white. And be- 
hold two men were speaking with him, who were Moses and 
Elijah, who appeared in glory and spoke of his departure, 
which he was to accomplish in Jerusalem. ””? 

(336) And notice also the things to which Paul refers 
with the noun “glory.” In this passage he says, “Now if the 
ministration of death, engraved with letters on stone was 
glorious, so that the sons of Israel did not look at Moses’ 
face because of the glory of his face, which glory is made 
void, how shall not the ministration of the Spirit be rather 
in glory? For if there is glory in the ministration of condem- 
nation, much more the ministration of justice abounds in 
glory. For even that which was glorious in this part has not 
been glorified because of the exceeding glory. For if that 
which is made void came to be through glory, by how much 
more is that which abides in glory?” In another passage he 
says, “But we all, beholding the glory of the Lord with un- 


309. Aeitoupyiav. The LXX has an infinitive, “to minister,” where Ori- 
gen has the noun, “ministry.” 

310. Cf. 3 Kgs (1 Kgs) 8.10-11. 

311. Cf. Ex 34.29-30. 

312. Cf. Lk 9.29-31. 

313. Cf. 2 Cor 3.7-11. 
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veiled face are transformed into the same image from glory 
to glory, just as by the Lord who is the Spirit.” 

(337) And again, a few words later, “And if our gospel has 
been veiled, it has been veiled among those who are perish- 
ing, in whom the god of this world has blinded the minds of 
the unbelievers, that the light of the gospel of the glory of 
Christ, who is the image of God, might not illuminate 
them.” 

(338) And again, after a few more words, “For it is the 
God who said, Let light shine out of darkness, who has 
shone in our hearts for a light of the knowledge of the glory 
of God in the face of Jesus Christ.™’ The interpretation of 
the text of the Gospel that is proposed does not demand 
that we explain each of these statements carefully now. But 
we must make the following remarks in as few words as pos- 
sible. So far as the literal sense is concerned, there was a di- 
vine epiphany in the tabernacle and in the temple, which 
were destroyed, and in the face of Moses when he had con- 
versed with the Divine Nature. But so far as the anagogical 
sense is concerned, the things that are accurately known of 
God might also be referred to as the visible glory of 
God that is contemplated by that mind which has the 
aptitude for such contemplation because of its pre-eminent 
purification, since the mind that has been purified and 
has ascended above all material things, that it may scrupu- 
lously contemplate God, is made divine by what it contem- 
plates. 

(339) We must say that this is what is meant when it is 
said that the face of the one who contemplated God, con- 
versed with him, and spent time with such a vision, was glori- 
fied. Consequently, the figurative meaning of the glorifica- 
tion of Moses’ face is that his mind was made godlike. 

(340) It is in this same sense that the Apostle said, “But 
we all, beholding the glory of the Lord with unveiled face 
are transformed into the same image. ”™" 

(341) And just as the brightness of the nocturnal light is 


314. 2 Cor 3.18. 315. Cf. 2 Cor 4.3-4. 
316. 2 Cor 4.6. 317. 2 Cor 3.18. 
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obscured when the sun has risen, so the glory of Moses is 
obscured by that which is in Christ. 

(342) For the superiority in Christ, knowing which he 
glorified the Father concerning himself, admitted of no 
comparison with what was known by Moses, and which glori- 
fied the face of his soul. 

(343) This is why the glory of Moses is said to be made 
void by the surpassing glory in Christ. 

(344) But since we have made these remarks in as few 
words as we were able in reference to the words that we 
quoted, let us return to the statement, “Now is the Son of 
Man glorified, and God is glorified in him.” 


“And God Is Glorified in Him” 


(345) In that the Son, therefore, knows the Father, he is 
glorified by him because he knows him, since such perfect 
knowledge as the Son has of the Father is the greatest 
good.” 

(346) [But] I think that also because he knew himself, 
which itself does not fall far short of the former, he was glo- 
rified as a result of having known himself. 

(347) And if knowledge of the universe completes the 
greatness of his glory who knows all things that are hidden 
and manifest, you will ask also whether this may be what it 
means to be absolute wisdom, or for the so-called very Son 
of Man to be glorified by being made one with wisdom. But 
he is glorified when the Father has bestowed all this glory 
with which the Son of Man is glorified. 

(348) And while there are many things that constitute 
the complete glory of man, God is the most outstanding of 
all these, who is glorified not simply by being known by the 
Son, but is glorified in the Son. 

(349) Concerning this, it is presumptuous and beyond 
our ability to devote ourselves to the examination of such a 
great teaching. Nevertheless, we must presume to suggest 
what” can be investigated in the passage. 


318. Conjectural translation. The text is corrupt at this point. 
319. I have accepted Brooke’s emendation of tov to tò Concerning 
God’s contemplation of himself, see above, Introduction, par. 42. 
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(950) Now, I ask if it is possible that God is glorified, in 
addition to being glorified in the Son as we have explained, 
in a greater manner in himself, when he engages in self-con- 
templation on the basis of that knowledge and contempla- 
tion of himself, which surpasses the contemplation in the 
Son. Because we must think such things in the case of God, 
we must say that he is gladdened with a certain ineffable sat- 
isfaction, gladness, and joy, and that he is pleased with him- 
self and rejoices. 

(351) Now, I use these terms, which would not properly 
be applied to God, because I am at a loss, if I may put it this 
way, for those unutterable words which he alone, and after 
him his Only-Begotten, can speak or think in their proper 
sense about himself. 

(352) Now, since we have been on the subject of God 
being glorified in Christ, we might investigate next how he 
might be glorified also in the Holy Spirit, and in all those to 
whom the glory of the Lord has appeared or will appear. 

(353) In my opinion, the Son is the reflection of the total 
glory of God himself, according to Paul who said, “Who, 
being the reflection of his glory,”” anticipating, however, a 
partial reflection on the rest of the rational creation from 
this reflection of the total glory. For I do not think that any- 
one except his Son can contain the whole reflection of the 
full glory of God. 

(354) Now, therefore, when the economy of the suffering 
of the Son of Man for all men occurs, it is not without 
God,” “wherefore God has highly exalted him.”” It does 
not say “the Son of Man is glorified,” alone, for indeed “God 
is glorified in him.” One might interpret the matters in 
this passage as follows. 

(355) It has been written, “No one has known the Son, 
except the Father,” and it is said, “And blessed are you, 


320. Heb 1.3. 

321. Cf. Heb 2.9, where some New Testament MSS. have “without 
God” instead of “by the grace of God.” See above, Introduction, pars. 
55-61. 
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Simon Bar-Jona, because flesh and blood did not reveal it to 
you, but my heavenly Father.” 

(356) Insofar, then, as the Son has not been known by 
the world (“For he was in the world and the world was made 
by him, and the world knew him not”), he has not yet 
been glorified in the world. And the loss from the fact that 
he was not glorified in the world did not fall on him who 
was not glorified, but on the world which did not glorify 
him. 

(357) But when the heavenly Father revealed the knowl- 
edge of Jesus to those who were from the world, then the 
Son of Man was glorified in those who knew him, and by 
means of the glory with which he was glorified in those who 
knew him, he brought about a glory for those who knew 
him. For those who behold the glory of the Lord with un- 
veiled face are transformed into the same image.” 

(358) And observe that it mentions from where, namely 
“from glory,” and to where, namely “to glory.” “From glory” 
is said of the glory of the one who is glorified; “to glory” 
means the glory of those who glorify. 

(359) When, then, he came to the economy [of suffer- 
ing], beginning with which he was to rise up for the world, 
and because he was aware that he would be glorified over 
and above the glory of those glorifying him, he said, “Now is 
the Son of Man glorified,” and further, “No one has known 
the Father except the Son, and he to whom the Son may re- 
veal him.” But the Son was about to reveal the Father by 
means of the economy [of suffering], wherefore he said, 
“And God is glorified in him.” Or, you shall compare the 
words, “And God is glorified in him” with the statement, 
“He who has seen me has seen the Father who sent me.”” 
For the Father who begot him is contemplated in the Word, 
since the Word is God and the image of the invisible God,” 
and he who beholds the image of the invisible God is able to 
behold the Father directly, too, for he is the prototype of 
the image. 


325. Cf. Mt 16.17. 326. Cf. Jn 1.10. 
327. Cf. 2 Cor 3.18. 328. Cf. Mt 11.27. 
329. Cf. Jn 14.9; 12.45. 330. Cf. Jn 1.1; Col 1.15. 
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(360) But the matters in this passage might be under- 
stood even more clearly as follows. Just as the name of God 
is blasphemed among the Gentiles because of some,™ so, 
because of the saints whose good works are seen very dis- 
tinctly before men,*” the name of the Father who is in heav- 
en is glorified. 

(361) In whom, then, was it glorified to the extent that it 
was in Jesus, since he committed no sin nor was deceit 
found in his mouth, nor did he know sin??” 

(362) And since he is such as this, therefore, the Son is 
glorified, and God is glorified in him. 

(363) But if God is glorified in him, the Father presents 
something to him in return that is greater than what the 
Son of Man has done. For the fact that the Son of Man is 
glorified in God, the lesser in the greater, is greater for the 
one who glorifies God, who is superior to the lesser, accord- 
ing to the statement, “The Father who sent me is greater 
than me.” 

(364) Indeed, the glory is much more excessive in the 
Son when the Father glorifies him than it is in the Father 
when the Father is glorified in the Son. 

(365) And it is fitting indeed that the one who is greater, 
in repaying the glory with which the Son glorified him, 
grants to the Son what he said, namely, to “glorify him in 
himself,” that the Son might be glorified in God. Since, 
then, these things were not yet to take place (I mean for the 
Son to be glorified in God), he adds, “And he will glorify 
him immediately.” 

(366) Now, we are not unaware that these words fall far 
short of what the passage being examined contains, since it 
is God who reveals, and the Word himself who appears that 
he may present the glory of God, and the Father grants that 
the whole glory of God be known to whomever he can grant 
it. 


331. Cf. Rom 2.24. 332. Cf. Mt 5.16. 
333. Cf. 1 Pt 2.22; 2 Cor 5.21. 334. Cf. Jn 14.28. 
335-Jn 13.32b. 
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(367) Wherefore, as briefly as possible, and much more 
humbly than the worth of the words, we give thanks to God 
for the things that have been expounded, things that are 
much greater than we deserve. 


Little children, yet a little while I am with you; you 
will seek me, [and] as I said to the Jews, where I am you 
cannot come, I also say to you now. (John 13.33) 


First a Disciple, Then a Little Child, Then a Brother of Christ 


(368) Having gathered from the Gospels the words of 
our Savior spoken to children as by a father, fear not to say 
that the Savior is a father of certain ones. For to the paralyt- 
ic he says, “Fear not, child, your sins are forgiven”; and to 
the hemorrhaging woman, “Daughter, your faith has saved 
you”; and now he says to the disciples, “Little children.” 
The diminutive is significant, I think, and teaches the small- 
ness of the apostles’ soul even at that time. 

(369) Now someone may ask, “Since, then, the paralytic 
is called ‘child, was he more mature than those to whom 
the Word says, ‘Little children’?” You will understand in this 
case that if someone is a little child, he is certainly a child. 

(370) For this reason the paralytic, who is called a child, 
is not excluded from being a little child too, so that the par- 
alytic, who is designated a child does not have to be more 
mature than those whom the Word addressed as little chil- 
dren. 

(371) But you must understand that it is not impossible 
to change from being a child of Jesus to become his brother, 
as, on the human level, it would not be possible for a child 
later to become a brother of him of whom he was first a 
child. 

(372) After the Savior’s Resurrection, these, at any rate, 
who were addressed as “little children” become brothers of 
him who earlier called them little children, as if they were 
changed by Jesus’ Resurrection. 


336. Cf. Mt 9.2. 3937. Cf. Mt 9.22. 
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(373) This is why it is written, “Go to my brothers, and 
say to them, I am ascending to my Father and to your Fa- 
ther, and to my God and your God.” 

(374) Perhaps it is also possible in the same way’ to 
change from being a servant of Jesus. Now, the disciples 
were servants before they were little children, as is clear 
from the words, “You call me Teacher and Lord, and you 
speak correctly, for so I am,”® and the words, “A servant is 
not greater than his lord,” which precede the words, “Lit- 
tle children, yet a little while I am with you.” But you will no- 
tice if the servant first becomes a disciple, then a little child, 
then a brother of Christ and son of God. 

(375) Now we must say that the disciple referred to in 
these words is the one who will receive an understanding of 
the Word because he has submitted himself, thereby coming 
to know the wisdom of God from so great a teacher. 


“Yet a Little While I Am with You” 


(376) The statement, “Yet a little while I am with you,” is 
clear in the simple sense, so far as the literal sense is con- 
cerned, since he would soon no longer be with the disciples. 
First, he was arrested by the cohort and the tribune and the 
servants of the Jews who bound him and led him off to 
Annas first,” and after this he was delivered to Pilate. Next, 
he was condemned to the cross, and then he spent three 
days and three nights in the heart of the earth.*” 

(377) But in relation to the deeper sense, you will ask 
whether he was no longer with them after the “little while,” 
not insofar as he was not present with them according to the 
flesh and his soul had descended into Hades (for he who 
said, “Where two or three are gathered in my name, I too 
am in their midst,” and, “Behold I am with you all the 
days, until the end of the world,” was [not], for this rea- 


338. Cf. Jn 20.17. 

339. Preuschen thinks the text is corrupt here. 

340. Jn 13.13. 341. Jn 13.16. 
342. Cf. Jn 18.12-13. 343. Cf. Mt 12.40. 
344. Cf. Mt 18.20. 345. Mt 28.20. 
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son, prevented from being also with his disciples), but inso- 
far as, when the saying was fulfilled, “You will all be scandal- 
ized in me in this night, for it is written, I will strike the 
shepherd and the sheep of the flock will be scattered,” he 
who is with the worthy alone is no longer with them. 

(378) Now, someone may respond with the statement, 
“In your midst stands one whom you do not know,”” and 
say that he is even with those who do not know him. 

(379) But consider whether for him to be with someone, 
which is promised to those who are worthy, is the same with 
him to have stood unknown in the midst of those who do 
not know him. 

(380) For the saying, “Where two or three are gathered 
in my name, I too am in their midst,” and the saying, “Be- 
hold I am with you all the days, until the end of the world”® 
are promises, but the saying, “In your midst stands one 
whom you do not know,” is not such. 

(381) In the statement before us, therefore, he who said, 
“Behold I am with you,”™! says, “Yet a little while I am with 
you.” But he who says, “Yet a little while I am with you,” 
would not have said this to Judas even if he were literally 
present, since the devil had already put in into his heart to 
betray the Savior;™ he would not have said to him, “I am 
with you” (for he was no longer with him), not even when 
he dipped the morsel and gave it to him.*” 

(382) But to an even greater extent Christ was not with 
Judas when Satan had entered him after the morsel, since 
he had removed himself far from the Savior, “for what con- 
cord is there between Christ and Belial?”** 

(383) Now, although their father, Jesus, was to be with 
the little children yet a little while, they had to know about 
that period after the “little while”; although he would not be 
with them, they were destined to seek Jesus none the less, 


346. Mt 26.31. 347. Cf. Jn 1.26. 
348. Cf. Mt 18.20. 349. Mt 28.20. 
350. Cf. Jn 1.26. 351. Mt 28.20. 
352. Cf. Jn 13.2. 353. Cf. Jn 13.26. 
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just as Peter, I think, wept bitterly seeking Jesus after he de- 
nied him. | | 

(384) At this time, therefore, the statement was made, 
“Yet a little while I am with you,” [but] a little later he says, 
“A little while and you will no longer see me, and again a lit- 
tle while [and] you will see me,” when the disciples say, 
“What is this that he says, A little while? We do not know 
what he is saying. Because Jesus knew also that they wished 
to ask him, he said to them, Are you inquiring about this 
with one another, that I said, A little while and you will not 
see me, and again a little while and you will see me? Truly, 
truly I say to you that you will weep and lament; the world 
will rejoice, but you will be grieved, but your grief will be- 
come joy.” 

(385) For in that “little while” in which they would not 
see him, they would seek Jesus, and for this reason they 
would weep and lament, although their grief would change 
to joy when the saying was fulfilled, “And again a little while 
and you will see me.” 

(386) You will ask on these matters if he who will not see 
him after a little while, will see him after this, and if he will 
see him after not much time at all, as we perceive the state- 
ment, “And again a little while and you will see me.” 


“Where I Am Going You Cannot Come” 


(387) But to seek Jesus is to seek the Word, and wisdom, 
and justice, and truth, and the power of God, all of which 
Christ is.*” 

(388) Now some of those who saw signs seek him, and 
along with seeing signs, they received bread from him and 
ate. Their reason for seeking was to be nourished by the 
Word, for he says, “You seek me not because you saw signs, 
but because you ate of the loaves and were filled.” 


355. Jn 16.16. 356. Cf. Jn 16.18-20. 

357. Jn 16.19. 358. Jn 16.19. 

359. Cf. 32.322-26, where Origen asserts that the Son of Man, i.e. the 
human Jesus, becomes identical with the Word in the exaltation conse- 
quent to his suffering. 

360. Cf. Jn 6.26. 
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(389) Then, since he had earlier said to the Jews, “I am 
going away, and you will seek me, and you will die in your 
sin. Where I am going you cannot come,” he now says, 
with reference to that statement, “And as I said to the Jews, 
Where I am going you cannot come, I also say to you now.” 

(390) For as I said this to them, he says, so also I say it to 
you, but I also say this to you not about a later time. 

(391) For this is how I understand the phrase, “I also say 
to you now,” which is not the same with, “And I say to you,” 
without the addition of “now.” For the Jews, whom he fore- 
saw dying in their own sin, were not able to come where 
Jesus was going after a brief time. The disciples, however, 
after the little time for which he was no longer to be with 
them, because of what has been said previously, could not 
follow the Word when he departed to the economy [of suf- 
fering] that was his own.” 

(392) If the words, “As I said to the Jews,” had not been 
placed before the words, “Where I go you cannot come,” we 
would have supposed that these remarks were made literally, 
and referred to the departure of Jesus’ soul from life. But as 
it is, both the Jews in dying, and Jesus, when he died, were 
to descend into Hades. 

(393) How is it that they could not go where Jesus went? 
But someone will reply that since he was also to be in the 
paradise of God, and those who die in their sins were not to 
be there, nor could Jesus’ disciples be there at that time, but 
only later, that this is why it was said to those Jews dying in 
their sins, “Where I am going you cannot come,™® but to 
the disciples, “Where I am going you cannot come now.” 

(394) For the sequence of the text is as follows, “As I said 
to the Jews, I also say to you, Where I am going you cannot 
come now.” And so there is no small discussion on the sub- 


361. Jn 8.21. 

362. oikovopia. See above, Introduction, par. 59. 

363. Jn 8.21. 

364. Origen has rearranged the text so that the adverb “now” does not 
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ject because of the statement, “The Son of Man will spend 
three days and three nights in the heart of the earth.” 

(395) For how will he spend three days and three nights 
in the heart of the earth, [who] at the time of his departure 
was to be in the paradise of God, according to the state- 
ment, “Today you will be with me in the paradise of God”? 
This contradiction has troubled some so much that they 
have dared to assume that the statement itself, “Today you 
will be with me in the paradise of God,” has been added to 
the Gospel by forgers. 

(396) We say, however, at the literal level, that perhaps 
before he departed into the so-called heart of the earth, he 
restored the one who said to him, “Remember me when you 
come in your kingdom,”*” to the paradise of God. But at the 
profound level, we note that everywhere in Scripture the 
term “today” also applies to the entire present age, as it does 
in the words, “This word was spread among the Jews until 
today,”** and, “He is the father of the Moabites until 
today,” and, “Today if you hear his voice,’” and stand not 
aloof from the Lord.”*” 

(397) In the expression, “today,” Jesus promises him who 
thought it important that he be remembered in the king- 
dom of God, that he has effected it for him to be with him 
in the kingdom of God in the present age, before the age to 
come. 

(398) But let this be said as an intervening digression on 
our previous comments. The Lord now says to the disciples 
who wish to follow Jesus, not literally as the simple would as- 
sume, but in the sense revealed in the statement, “Whoever 
does not take up his cross and follow me is not worthy to be 
my disciple,”’” “Where I am going you cannot come now.” 

(399) Would that they had wanted to follow the Word 


365. Mt 12.40. 366. Cf. Lk 23.43. 
367. Cf. LK 23.42. 368. Cf. Mt 28.15. 
369. Cf. Gn 19.37. 370. Ps 94.7. 
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and confess him, without being scandalized in him. But they 
could not yet do this, “for as yet the Spirit was not, because 
Jesus was not yet glorified,” and “no one is able to say Jesus 
is Lord except in the Holy Spirit.” 

(400) The Word, however, departs on his own courses, 
and he who follows the Word follows him; but he who is not 
prepared to walk in his steps persistently cannot follow, 
since the Word leads those to his Father who do all things 
that they might be able to follow him, and that they may fol- 
low him until they may say to the Christ, “My soul has clung 
to you. ™” 

(401) But since the thirty-second book of the commen- 
taries on the Gospel of John has reached a suitable stopping 
point, we shall, I suppose, conclude its explanation. 


373. Cf. Jn 7.39. 374. 1 Cor 12.3. 
375. Cf. Ps 62.9. 
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240, 242; 32.85, 298 
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179-80, 187-89, 191, 238, 241, 
247-50, 265, 275, 287, 295, 
299-300, 316, 320, 324, 333; 
338-39, 342, 352, 362-63, 
375-76, 381, 384, 391, 396, 400, 
404, 413, 420-23, 432, 437; 19.6, 
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338; 28.55, 121-29, 140, 146, 
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Urias, 28.122 
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Isaiah 


1.2: 13.426 
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6.21: 19.138 12.44: 28.240 26.26: 32.304, 309 
6.30: 32.183 13.17: 13.315, 316 26.31: 32.53, 61, 
7.1: 32.185 13.30: 13.271, 294, 2377 
7.7: 13.5; 20.324 325 26.33: 32.61, 257 
7.8: 13.5; 19.73 13.36: 13.286 26.34: 32.62 
7.16: 20.105 13.39: 13.286 26.39: 13.249; 
7.18: 13.73 13.55: 19.10 32.205 
7.21: 20.361; 32.126 13.55-50: 13.377 26.40-44: 13.201 
7.22: 92.123, 124, 13.57: 13.375 26.41: 32.228 

153 15.2: 92.102 26.47: 28.107 
7.23: 92.125, 153, 15.9: 28.246 26.57: 28.108 

154 15.24: 20.39 26.59-66: 28.109 
8.5-13: 13.444 16.16: 32.315 26.69~74: 32.315 
8.8: 13.444 16.17: 32.355 26.75: 32.62 
8.11: 13.309 16.21: 19.116 217.2: 32.241 
8.12: 13.425 16.22: 19.118 27.3-4: 32.241 
8.13: 13.444 16.23: 19.118 27.4: 32.241, 244, 
8.14-15: 13.445 16.26: 19.85 317 
8.16: 13.446 16.28: 20.402, 408, 27.5: 32.241, 317 
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27.12: 28.110 
27.20: 28.111 
27.50: 19.103, 116 
27.5 1—53: 19.103 
27.54: 19.103 
28.11-14: 28.112 
28.15: 32.396 
28.18: 13.437 
28.19: 13.334 
28.20: 13.350; 
32.377, 380, 381 


Mark 


1.24: 28.129 
3.29: 19.88; 28.124 
7.34: 20.164 
8.34: 19.150 

9-1: 20.403, 410 
10.18: 13.151, 234 
11.23: 32.194 
12.26-27: 20.223 
12.41: 19.51 
12.41-44: 19.42 
12.43: 19.52 
14.10-11: 28.115 
14.15: 28.240 
14.19: 32.254 
14.20: 32.290 
14.21: 32.239 
14.29: 32.61, 257 
14.36: 13.249 
14-37-41: 13.201 
14.38: 32.228 
14.43: 28.115 
14.53: 28.116 
14-60-63: 28.117 
15.1: 28.118 
15.3: 28.118 
15.5: 28.118 
15-37: 19.116 


Luke 


1.2: 20.46 

1.31-32: 32.228 
2.34: 28.188 

3.8: 13.400 

4-24: 13.375 

5.32: 28.183 

6.20: 13.275; 28.23 
6.21: 20.23 

6.25: 20.23 


6.38: 32.184 

6.40: 32.144 

7-9: 20.39 

7.12: 28.46 

7.19: 28.241 

7.28: 20.24 

8.8: 28.215 

8.13: 20.295 

8.18: 32.282 

8.31: 28.129 

8.55: 28.45 

g.16: 13.220 

9.25: 19.85 

9.27: 20.404, 410 

9-29-31: 32.335 

9.48: 13.389 

10.5—-6: 32.159 

10.6: 32.284 

10.22: 20.46 

10.30-34: 20.317 

11.15: 19.93; 20.314 

11.19: 19.95 

12.4: 20.82 

12.10: 19.88 

12.20: 19.78, 98 

12.28: 32.183 

12.42: 20.8 

19.11: 193.274, 277 

13.26: 32.124, 153 

13.27: 32.125, 153, 
154 

14.16-17: 13.221 

16.22: 32.265 

16.23: 13.276 

17.5: 32.174 

17.21: 19.77 

18.13: 28.26, 28, 32, 
35 

18.19: 13.234 

19.10: 13.119, 136 

19.12: 13.397 

20.36: 13.99 

20.37-38: 20.222 

21.1-2: 19.48, 51, 
58 

21.1-4: 19.41 

21.3: 19.48 

21.4: 19.50 

22.3-4: 28.113 

22.15: 20.188; 
28.240 


22.21: 32.290, 293 
22.21-22: 32.251 
22.23: 92.251 
22.27: 32.49, 100 
22.45: 13.201 
22.52: 28.113 
22.54: 28.113 
22.66: 28.114 
23.10: 28.113 
23.21: 19.116; 
32.236 

23.42: 32.242, 396 
23-43: 32.395 


John 


1.1: 19.56, 74, 155; 
20.85, 134, 398; 
28.159; 32.324, 
359 

1.1,4: 20.369 

1.3: 13.118 

1.4-5: 20.370 

1.5: 32.316 

1.6: 32.202 

1.9: 20.288 

10: 32.356 

.12: 20.288, 291, 

308, 309 
14: 13.237, 268, 
305; 20.85; 32.44 

16: 20.324 

18: 32.264 

19-21: 19.160 

26: 32.378, 380 

27: 13.172 

28: 13.455 

.29: 19.39, 120; 

28.155, 237 

33-34 13-495 

-38-40: 13.435 

-43: 13-435 

1: 13.347 

1-2; 4.46: 13.391 

1-11: 13.253, 435, 

442,455 

12: 13.253) 455 

12-13: 13.253 

13: 13-455 

14: 13.253 

14-16: 13.382 

15: 13.253, 387 
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John (continued) 


2.16: 13.385, 389 

2.23: 13.386 

9.1-21: 13.254 

3.2: 13.386 

3.3: 19.138 

3.20: 20.348 

3-22: 13.254, 455 

3.31-32: 19.127 

3.31: 19.130 

4.1: 13.255 

4-3: 13-255 

4.4: 13.255, 368 

4:4-42: 13.455 

4.7: 13.24; 20.384 

4.8: 13.195 

4.9: 13.53; 20.310 

4.10: 13.3, 41, 50 

4.10-11: 20.385 

4.11: 13.40, 55, 226 

4.12: 19.2, 38, 56, 
57> 90 

4.13: 13.8 

4.14: 19.14, 17, 40, 
41, 50, 60, 62, 
175 

4-15: 13.4, 6, 50, 65, 
66; 20.385 

4.16: 13.25, 67, 68, 
69 

4-17: 19.52 

4.18: 13.447 

4-19: 13.447 

4.20: 13.77 

4.21: 13.83, 89 

4-21,23: 13.86 

4.22: 13.81, 114, 
11 

4-23: 13.86, 88, 89, 
97 

4.24: 13.129, 130 

4.26: 13.163 

4.28: 13.340 

4.28-29: 13.338 

4-29: 13.169, 447 

4:29:39: 13-339 

4.30: 13.169, 184, 
191, 344 

4.31: 13.338 

4.34: 13.216, 227 

4.35: 13.295, 296, 
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326; 28.32 
4.36: 13.311, 321, 
322, 335 
4:37: 19.272, 292, 
293 
4.38: 13.272, 312 
4-39: 13.348 
4-39-40: 13.184 
4.40: 13.182, 185, 
342, 388 
4.42: 13.180 
4.43: 13.186 
4-45: 13.256, 367 
4-45-50: 13.369 
4.46: 13.258, 367, 
402, 442, 455 
4-46-47: 13.391 
4-46-50: 13.258 
4.48: 13.449, 453 
4.50: 13.258, 443 
4.51: 20.397 
4.52: 13.443 
4.54: 13.410, 417, 
449 
5-1: 13.258, 370 
5-5-9: 13.258 
5.18: 20.130, 313 
5-19-20: 13.233 
5.21: 28.71 
5.22: 20.360, 362 
5-22-23: 20.351 
5.26: 20.420 
5.27: 20.357, 362 
5.30: 20.352, 354: 
420 
5.38: 19.21 
5:44: 20.337 
5-45: 20.358 
5.46: 13.160, 165 
6.15: 28.210 
6.26: 32.388 
6.32-35: 20.313 
6.38: 20.313 
6.45: 20.53 
6.45-46: 20.51 
6.51: 20.387, 406 
6.52: 20.387 
6.55: 19.39 
6.68: 19.53, 573 
20.409 
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7.2: 13.258 

7-25-27: 19-7 

7.26-27: 19.1 

7.27: 19.10 

7.28: 10.1, 3, 5; 7, 
10, 12 

7.28-29: 19.2 

7.30: 19.72; 28. 
196 

7.39: 28.127; 
32-129, 399 

7.40-42: 19.105 

7.43: 19.105 

7.46: 19.106 

7-47-49: 19.157 

7.51-52: 19.107 

8.12: 19.54, 108, 
125; 20.348 

8.13: 19.1, 108 

8.13-16: 19.9 

8.14: 19.10 

8.14-18: 19.109 

8.18: 13.165; 19.11 

8.19: 19.11, 39, 54, 
110 

8.20: 19.40 

8.21: 19.91, 111, 
114, 151; 32.389, 
393 

8.23: 19.148 

8.24: 19.158, 159 

8.28: 19.68 

8.29: 20.155 

8.30: 19.65, 70 

8.31: 20.103, 128, 
131 

8.31-32: 19.18, 19, 
66; 20.268 

8.32: 19.67; 20.274 

8.33: 13.399; 20.132 

8.34: 32.148 

8.37: 19.72; 20.54 

8.38: 20.58, 59, 61, 
63, 65 

8.39: 20.2, 9, 30, 32, 
53, 60, 125, 132, 
168 

8.40: 19.6, 72; 
20.88, 94; 28.158, 
238; 32.323 

8.41: 20.176, 194 
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8.42: 20.64, 137, 
155 

8.44: 20.97, 98, 103, 
168, 172, 175, 
211, 256 

8.46: 20.279 

8.48: 20.314, 343 

8.49: 20.315, 316 

8.51: 20.379, 382, 
401, 408, 413 

8.52: 20.383, 400 

8.53: 13.399 

8.54: 20.421, 422 

8.56: 13.398; 20.88, 
394, 395 

8.58: 19.64 

8.59: 19.64 

9.1: 19.64 

9.32: 20.376 

9.39: 28.188, 190 

10.1: 20.55 

10.11: 19.39 

10.16: 28.184 

10.18: 19.99, 101 

10.26: 13.39; 20.55, 
413 

10.27: 20.294, 413 

10.30: 13.228; 19.6 

10.33: 28.88 

10.34-35: 28.88 

11.4: 19.80, 82 

11.11: 28.67, 68, 60, 
70 

11.14: 28.70 

11.25: 13.19; 19.6; 
20.363; 28.71; 
32.106 

11.39: 20.414; 
28.14, 15, 16, 22 

11.40: 28.13, 15, 17 

11.41: 28.22, 39, 41, 
47, 48, 74 

11.41—-42: 28.73, 84 

11.42: 28.48, 83, 85 

11.43: 28.44, 54, 68, 
69 

11.44: 28.59, 60 

11.45: 28.79 

11.45-46: 28.81 

11.46: 28.79 


11.47: 28.79, 88 
11.48: 28.90 
11.49: 28.108, 156 
11.49-51: 28.152 
11.50: 28.156, 169 
11.51—-52: 28.178 
11.52: 28.184 
11.54: 28.211 
11.55: 28.231, 235 
11.56: 28.239 
12.2: 28.60; 32.23 
12.6: 32.109, 160 
12.27: 932.218, 223 
12.32: 32.319 
12.45: 13.153, 228; 
32.216 
13.2: 32.24, 84, 109, 
148, 152, 155; 
160, 241, 286, 
381 
13.2-3: 32.34 
13.3-4: 32.40 
13.4: 32.83 
13.5: 32.104 
13.7: 32.16 
13.8: 32.16, 19, 49, 
134, 136, 137 
13.12: 32.112 
13.13: 32.123, 126, 
374 
13.14: 32.140 
13.14-15: 32.10 
13.16: 32.201, 374 
13.17: 32.4 
13.18: 32.169, 175 
13.21: 32.240, 258 
13.22: 32.246 
13.23: 92.314 
13.26: 32.166, 306, 
312, 381 
13.26-27: 32.307 
13.27: 32.110, 167, 
300 
13.31: 32.354 
13.32b: 32.365 
13.36: 19.86; 
32.36 
13.38: 32.53 
14.6: 13.19; 19.6; 
20.173, 240, 245; 
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28.95, 156; 32.1, 
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14-9: 13.153; 19-35; 
20.47; 32.39 
14.10: 20.155 | 
14.28: 13.19, 151, 
237; 32-363 
14.30: 20.281, 330 
15.5: 28.215 
15-19: 19.136, 150 
16.2: 28.235 
16.14: 20.263 
16.16: 32.384 
16.18-20: 32.384 
16.19: 32.385, 386 
17.1: 20.354 
17.21: 28.184 
17.24: 19.149 
18.1: 19.62; 28.202 
18.3: 19.63; 28.204 
18.4—-5: 28.206 
18.6: 28.206, 208 
18.7: 28.207 
18.12: 28.208 
18.12-13: 32.376 
18.28: 28.119 
18.31: 28.292 
18.35: 28.232 
18.40: 28.233 
19.7: 28.234 
19.9: 19.61 
19.12: 28.234 
19.15: 13.373; 
28.234, 235 
19.32: 19.102 
19.32-33: 19.116 
20.17: 13.180; 
19.27; 20.340; 
32-373 
20.18: 13.179 
20.22: 28.129 
20.27: 13.180 
21.18: 32.262 
21.19: 32.319 
21.20: 32.262, 279 
21.20-23: 32.260 
21.21: 32.262 
21.24: 32.261 
21.25: 13.27, 33; 
19.59; 20.304 
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3.22: 13.374 
7.2-3: 19.30 
7.22: 28.4 

7.42: 13.106 
7-52: 13-373 
9.3-18: 13.431 
9.4: 20.136 

16.3: 13.111 
16.16-17: 28.130 
18.1822: 13.111 
22.22: 32.296 
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1.1-7: 19.31 

1.3: 32.322 

1.25: 13.96 

2.24: 32.360 

2.29: 13.103; 32.111 

3.19: 19.16 

3-23: 20.335 

3.30: 13.108 

4.3: 19.18; 20.66 

5.12: 20.388 

5-12-14: 20.364 

5-14: 20.388 

5.15: 20.389, 390 

5.16: 20.391 

5.17: 20.364, 392 

6.4: 20.93, 226, 230 

6.9-10: 13.48 

7.1: 13.43 

7:2: 13.44, 45 

7-3: 13.46 

7-4: 13-47 

7.13: 13.420 

7.14: 13.84 

7.22: 32.111 

7.24: 20.225, 374 

8.7: 20.176 

8.8: 13.359, 360 

8.9: 13.359 

8.15: 19.28; 20.289, 
293, 303, 304, 
308, 336; 32.116, 
121 

8.28: 20.196 

9-1: 20.338 

9.6-8: 28.94 

10.6-8: 19.77 


10.15: 32.77, 78, 86, 
87,101 

11.11: 13.374; 28.93 

11.25: 13.392 

12.1: 13.148 

13.4: 20.358 

13.7: 20.338, 342 

14.2: 13.207, 209 

14.9: 20.228, 394 


1 Corinthians 


1.24: 19.156; 20.76, 
344> 345 

1.30: 28.156 

2.2: 19.68 

2.3: 19.68 

2.6: 13.241; 19.56 

2.8: 13.411 

2.9: 13.34) 35 

2.10: 20.74 

2.12-13: 13.35 

2.12-15: 20.74 

2.13: 13.361 

2.15: 13.361; 28.179 

2.16: 13.35 

2.16, 12: 20.6 

3.2: 13.208, 217; 
19.68 

3.12: 13.137 

3.15: 19.85 

4.1: 20.7 

4.2: 32.210 

4.5: 32.185 

4.6: 13.31, 32, 34 

4.11: 13.12 

4.13: 28.161 

5-7-8: 28.242 

6.12: 13.28 

6.16: 20.134 

6.16-17: 19.23; 
20.134 

6.17: 20.134; 32.326 

7:40: 13.359 

9:1: 13-355 

9.2: 32.206 

9-20: 13.09; 20.319 

9.22: 20.319 

10.4: 20.240 

10.11: 13.305 

10.12: 20.411; 
32.258 
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10.24: 28.194 

11.1: 20.279; 28.18, 
25° 

11.7: 32.102 

11.27-29: 32.309 

11.28: 28.27 

11.31: 28.27 

12.3: 28.123; 
32.128, 399 


12.8: 13.354 
12.8: 28.189 


12.8-9: 19.20 
12.9: 13.354; 20.285 
12.28: 32.122 
12.31: 32.101 
19.2: 20.305; 
32.177, 183, 194, 
196 
13.9: 13.58, Q1; 
20.306 
13.10: 20.306 
13.12: 13.58, 113 
15.22: 20.224; 
32.27, 28 
15.23: 32.28 
15.23-24: 32.29 
15.24: 32.29, 31, 39 
15.25: 32.31 . 
15.25-26: 20.236; 
32-39 
15.26: 19.79, 142; 
20.363; 32.31 
15.27: 32.32 
15.28: 20.48 
15.41-42: 32.107 
15.47: 19.128 
15-47-49: 13-141; 
20.181 
15.49: 19.138; 
20.229 
15.52: 20.231 
15-53: 13-429, 430 
15-53-54: 13.418 


2 Corinthians 


2.7: 28.26 
2.15—-16: 20.415 
3.6: 13.110, 140, 
146, 361, 379 
3.7-11: 32.336 
3.14-15: 28.60 
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3.17: 13.361 

3.18: 13.280; 32.64, 
339, 340, 357 

4.2: 28.95 

4-3-4: 32-337 

4.4: 13.231 

4.6: 32.338 

5-5: 13.112 

5-5-7: 13-357 

5-6: 13.360 

5-6-7: 13.360 

5-6,8: 32.4 

5-7: 13-353, 355- 
356 

5-8: 13.357, 361 

5.21: 28.160, 161; 
32.361 

6.14-16: 19.139 

6.15: 32.302, 382 

6.16: 13.143 

8.14: 32.284 

9.6: 13.295 

9.10: 13.308 

10.3: 13.109, 361; 
28.39 

10.5: 13.333 

11.3: 13.169 

11.1915: 20.413 

12.4: 13.28, 29, 34, 
316; 20.304 

13.3: 28.54 

13.4: 19.61 


Galatians 


1.1: 32.213 

1.4: 19.87 

1.13: 20.136 

2.9: 32.208 

2.14: 32.63 

2.19: 20.92 

2.20: 13.351; 20.93 

3.19: 13.329, 336; 
20.47 

4-4: 13.85, 319; 
20.339 

4.9: 19.24 

4.24: 20.74 

4-27: 28.211 

5.15: 20.347 

5.17: 20.232; 28.95 

5.19: 19.139; 32.219 


5.22: 19.139 
5-22-23: 32.218 
6.7-8: 13.288 

6.8: 13.291 

6.14: 19.139; 28.166 
6.16: 13.343 


Ephesians 


1.4: 19.149 

1.5: 19.28 

1.21: 13.151 

1.22: 13.48 

2.3: 20.217, 290, 
291 

2.7: 13.351; 19.88 

2.14: 19.156; 
20.347; 28.156 

3.5: 13.305 

3.5-6: 13.315 

3.9: 13.305 

3.10: 19.147 

4-9-10: 19.137, 140 

4.10: 19.144 

4.11: 13.333 

4.14: 32.60 

4-27: 32.285 

5.2: 19.119 

5-32: 19.23 

6.2: 20.339 

6.12: 32.30, 256 

6.13-16: 32.19 

6.16: 13.402, 441; 
32.24, 287 


Philippians 


1.29: 20.285 
2.6: 32.326 
2.6-7: 13.319; 
20.153 
2.7: 20.1553 32.45 
2.8: 28.167, 205, 
222; 32.324 
2.9: 32.354 
2.10: 19.141 
2.13: 20.196 
3.20: 19.134 
3.21: 20.225 
4.7: 20.346 
4.13: 20.341 
4.22: 13.395 
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Colossians 


1.15: 19.10, 128, 
147, 154; 20.303, 
367; 28.159; 
32-33, 193, 359 

1.19: 20.1 

1.20: 32.327 

2.12: 20.93 

2.15: 20.330; 32.327 

2.21: 32.59 

3.3: 20.363 

3.10: 20.182 


1 Thessalonians 


4.15~-17: 20.231 
4-16-17: 20.233 
5-4-5: 32-313 
5.8: 32.313 


2 Thessalonians 


2.3: 20.192 
2.8,4: 20.83 
2.15: 13.316 


1 Timothy 


1.7: 28.173 

2.8: 28.36 

2.14: 13.169 
3.15: 28.20; 32.2 
4.10: 28.155 
5-10: 32.131, 132 
6.8: 32.106 

6.11: 32.2 

6.15: 20.7 

6.20: 13.343 


2 Timothy 


1.10: 13.101 

2.2: 13.316 

2.19: 19.24; 32.154 
4.7-8: 13.242 


Titus 


2.9: 32.132 
3.5: 20.340 


Hebrews 


1.3: 13.153; 32-353 
1.7: 32.200 

1.14: 32.199 

2.2: 13.329 
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2.9: 28.154, 163; 
32-354 

2.12: 19.28 

2.17: 28.6 

3.1: 32.203 

4.14: 32.203 

4.15: 20.277 

5.6: 13.146 

5.12: 13.207, 217; 
19.68 

5-14: 13.144, 210, 
241; 20.286 

6.4-6: 20.89; 28.55, 
126 

6.20: 19.120 

8.5: 13.146 

10.12: 13.48. 

10.29: 32.165 

11.37: 13.372 

12.9: 13.129, 130 

12.29: 19.124, 138 


James 


2.10: 20.296 
2.17: 19.152 
2.23: 20.66 
2.26; 20.66 


1 Peter 

1.20: 13.305 
1.21: 19.28 
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